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Statutory orders and notifications issued by the Ministries of the Oovern- 
ment of India (other than the Ministry of Defence) and hv Central 
Authorities (other than the Administration of Union Territories). 


ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

Neio Delhi, the 24th October 1970 

S.O. 3650. — In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-section (2) of section 116C of 
the Representation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election Commis- 
sion hereby publishes the judgment of the Supreme Court of India, delivered 
on the 10th September, 1970, on an appeal from the judgment and order, dated 
the 17th February, 1969, of the High Court of Judicature for Rajasthan at Jodh- 
pur in Election petition No, 4 of 1967. 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
Civil Appellate Jurisdiction 
Civil Appeal No. 1094 of 19G9 
Magraj Patodia — Appellant 

v. 

R, K. Birla and others — Respondents. 

JUDGMENT 


Hegbe, J. 

This appeal raises the question as to the validity of the election of Mr R. 
K. Birla to the Lok Sabha, in the General Election held in 1967. from the Jhurt- 
jhunu constituency in the State of Rajasthan. The election for that constituency 
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was held in the month of February, 1967. The notification calling upon the 
constituency to elect one member to the Lok Sabha was published on January 
13, 1987. The last date for filing the nomination was January 20, l. r 67. Several 
persons filed their nominations but some out of them withdrew later. Eleven 
persons including Mr. R. K, Birla (respondent No. 1) and Mr. Morarka Radhe- 
shyam (Respondent No. 2) contested the election. The polling took place on 
February 15, 18 and 20th. Counting commenced on the 21st of that month and 
completed on the 23rd on which date results were declared. According to the 
declaration made by the returning officer, respondent No. 1 secured 1,50,548 
votes and respondent No. 2, 1,04,023. It is not necessary to refer to the other 
candidates in the course of this judgment. Respondent No. 1 was declared 
elected. 

The appellant who is a voter in the Jhunjhunu constituency and a supporter 
of Mr. Morarka challenged the election of the respondent under s. 81 cf the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 (which will hereinafter fee referred to 
as the Act) on various grounds. His petition was tried and dismissed by a ingle 
judge of the Rajasthan High Court. Thereafter he has brought this appeal 
under s. 116A of the Act. 

The election of respondent No, 1 was challenged on various grounds. It was 
alleged that he had committed corrupt practices coming under s. 12311) (bri- 
bery), 123(4) (false statements as regards the personal character and conduct 
of respondent No. (2), 123(5) (hiring or procuring vehicles for the free convey- 
ance of electors) and 123(8) (incurring or authorising the incurring of expendi- 
ture in contravention of s. 77). The respondent denied the allegations made 
against him, At the trial of the case most of the grounds alleged In support of 
the petition were not pressed. At p/resent we are only concerned with the alle- 
gation that respondent No. 1 had incurred or authorised the expenditure in con- 
travention of s. 77 in connection with his election. Section 77 of the Act reads: 

“Amount of election expenses and maximum thereof: 

(1) Every candidate at an election shall, either by himself or by his elec- 

tion agent, keep a separate and correct account of all expenditure 
in connection with the election incurred or authorised by him or 
by his election agent between the date of publication of the notifica- 
tion calling the election and the date of declaration of the result 
thereof, both dates inclusive, 

(2) The account shall contain such particulars as may be prescribed; 

(3) The_ total of the said expenditure shall not exceed such amount as 

may be prescribed.” 

Section 123(6) declares that incurring or authorising of expenditure in con- 
travention of s. 77 is a corrupt practice. The maximum amount of expenditure 
prescribed for the Jhunjhunu constituency was Rs, 25,000. The return of res- 
pondent No. 1 showed that his total expenditure in connection with the election 
was Rs. 16380| 96 p. If It is shown that the total expenditure incurred cither by 
respondent No. 1 or his election agent or by others with their consent or under 
their authority exceeded Rs. 25,000 then the election of respondent No. 1 must 
fee held to be void. 

In the election petition the petitioner alleged that respondent No. 1 was an 
independent candidate; and that he was put up by the House of Birlas. one of 
the wealthiest business houses in the country who own and|or control and|or 
manage several companies, It was further alleged therein that respondent No. 1 
himself was a man of considerable means. According to the petitioner during 
the course of election campaign many top Executives of several companies own- 
ed or controlled by the House of Birlas were brought by respondent No. 1 to 
the constituency and they lived there for over a month and wnrkpd for res- 
pondent No. 1. Several leading members of the Birla family including Mr. Ghana- 
ghyamdas Birla, Mr. Madho Prnsad Birla. Mr. K. K. Birla and others stayed 
in the constituency and canvassed for respondent No. 1. He further alleged 
that vast material and human resources of several companies of the House of 
Birlas were drawn upon by the respondent No. 1 for his election campaign. 
Besides the Chief Executive Officers, hundreds of other Executive Officers and 
employees of several companies of the House of Birlas were also brought by 
respondent No. 1 from several places to the constituency for campaigning in 
his favour. The petitioner alleged that several lakhs of rupees were spent by 
res -, "nc'"nt No. 1 ’n connection with his election. Proceeding to give particulars 
about the expenditure incurred he stated that the respondent No. 1 got printed 
lakhs of posters, pamphlets, leaflets and cartoons and got them distributed 
throughout the constituency and in that connection he spent about 2 lakhs #f 
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rupees; he made a film of eome meetings held and exhibited that film in various 
parts of the constituency and in that connection spent about Rs. 30,000; he em- 
ployed a singing party which was taken by a motor truck from village to village 
tor the purpose of reciting songs and performing bhajans and for that purpose 
spent about Rs. 3,000; he used about 200 jeeps and gars for his election campaign 
and in that connection incurred or authorised an .expenditure of Rs. 6,00,000; fori 
some of these jeeps (which were not hired) he incurred or authorised an ex- 
penditure of about Rs. 30,000 as drivers’ salaries; he requisitioned the services 
of about 3,000 employees of the Birla concerns and for their maintenance and 
travelling expenses incurred more than Rs. 10 lakhs; he had 150 officers in the 
constituency and for their maintenance spent about Rs. 75,000; he set up 80 
messes at different places for feeding his canvassers as well as the electors and 
for that purpose he spent about Rs. 2 lakhs; he organised nearly 225 meetings 
and for that purpose incurred an expenditure of Rs. 33,750; for trunk calls in 
connection with the election, he spent about Rs, 5,000; for the repairs of the 
jeeps used in connection with the election spent about Rs. 50,000 and lastly spent 
about Rs. 75,000 for hiring jeeps, Some of the items of expenses mentioned 
above were not pressed at the hearing, We shall not refer to them in the course 
of this judgment. We shall confine our attention to only those heads of expen- 
diture which were pressed for our acceptance. 

Before we proceed to consider the merits of the case, it is necessary to men- 
tion that in the memorandum of appeal, the appellant had urged that in the 
High Court he was not given reasonable opportunity to put forward his case. 
He complained that his applications for examination of certain witnesses on 
commission were improperly rejected; he was not given sufficient opportunity 
to procure the attendance of the witnesses and lastly several documents pro- 
duced by him in support of his ease were improperly rejected. When the hear- 
ing of the appeal was taken up we suggested to the learned Counsel for the 
appellant, Mr. A. S. R. Chari to first deal with the plea that the appellant was 
not given reasonable opportunity to prove the case pleaded by him. After tak- 
ing up that, plea and arguing the appeal for sometime Mr. Chari informed us 
that he would not press that part of his case as he did not want the case to be 
either remanded or additional evidence taken in view of the fact that the next 
General Election is not far off. He informed us that he would argue the appeal 
on the basis of the evidence on record- At this stage it may also be mentioned 
that no application had been made in this Court for taking additional evidence. 
In view of the concession made by Mr. Chari, we will confine our attention to 
the merits of the case on the basis of the evidence on record. 

Mr. Chari’s case was that Mr. Morarka had incurred the wrath of the mem- 
bers of the family of Mr. Ghanshamdas Birla due to the fact that as Chairman 
■of the Public Accounts Committee of the Parliament he had dug up many skele- 
tons from the cupboards of some of the Birla concerns. It may be mentioned 
at this stage that Mr. Morarka was representing the Jhunjhunu constituency in 
the Lok Sabha from 1962 to 1967 and earlier as well and for a considerable time 
he was the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee. The further case of 
Mr. Chari was that because of the hostility of the members of the Birla family 
towards Mr. Morarka, the members of that family sponsored the candidature of 
respondent No, 1 who was one of their top Executives, he being the Chairman 
of Shri Digvijay Woollen Mills Ltd., Jamnagar, a Birla concern and the Presi- 
dent of a Chemical Company at Porbundar which is also a Birla concern. Ac- 
cording to the appellant, respondent No, 1 was really an independent candidate 
but in order to facilitate him to exercise his money power as well as the money 
power of the Birla concerns, he posed as a Swatantra party candidate. It was 
said that a great deal of money was spent by the members of the Birla family 
and also by the companies under their control to further election 
prospects of respondent No. 1. Mr. Chari further contended that respondent No. 1 
in agreement with the several members of the Birla family and some of the top 
officials of Birla concerns had devised a plan for spending money in connection 
with the election and the entire expenditure was incurred in accordance with that 
plan. 

At the very outset, we may mention that respondent No. 1 Is not a member 
of Mr. G- D. Birla’s family though it is established that he Is one of their top 
Executives. It. also appears from the evidence that several members of the Birla 
family as well as other industraiists were keenly interested in the success of 
respondent No- 1. It. may also be. as contended on behalf of the appellant that 
they were keen on defeating Mr. Morarka. Even according to the appellant the 
members of Birla family had both the means as well as the cause to spend for 
furthering the election prospects of respondent No, 1. But the real question for 
our decision is whether any expenditure in connection with his election was Incur- 
red by respondent No. or by bis election agent or by others with his consent or 
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under his authority in excess of the amount shown In his return and if so what 
that amount is? The expenditure incurred by the Swatantra Party or other friends 
or supporters of respondent No. 1 or by the enemies of Mr. Morarka without the 
consent or authority of respondent No- 1 cannot be taken into consideration as the 
law now stands. 


In the election petition, the petitioner took the stand that respondent No. 1 was 
an independent candidate. It was not suggested therein that he was only nominal’ 
ly a Swatantra candidate and that he used the Swatantra Party as a shield to. 
cover the enormous expenditure that he planned to incur during ihe election 
campaign. In fact in the election petition there is no reference to the Swatantra 
party. It is now established and it is not denied that respondent No. 1 was a Swa- 
tantra party candidate- His symbol in the election was the “Star”, the symbol 
assigned to the Swatantra party by the election Commission. The plea 
of the petitioner that in truth arid reality, respondent No. 1 was an independent 
candidate cannot be accepted. The charge that during the election expenditure 
was incurred by various persons in accordance with a preplanned design devised 
by respondent No. 1 and other was also not pleaded in the election petition. That 
Ingenuous contention appears to have been put forward only with a view to make 
it appear that expenditure incurred by the Swatantra party or by others in connec- 
tion with respondent No. l’s election was ail done with the consent or at any rate 
under the authority of respondent No. 1. Some support for this contention was 
tried to be sought from Ex. PW 14/5 and Ex. P!W 42/8. PW 14/5 is a letter from 
respondent No. 1 to Mr, M. P. Biria. It is dated 30th December, 198(J. In Ex. 
PW 14/5 (the genuineness of this letter is in dispute) respondent No- 1 is shown, 
to have written to Mr. M. P, Biria as follows : 


"I have been informed that Morarka was in Gudda constituency yesterday. 
He was touring with 4 jeeps. Deblsinghji and Bhimsinghji have sug- 
gested that whenever I go to the constituency, I must also go at least 
with four Jeeps, if not more, to create an impression on the public 
that I am in no way lacking in vehicles and publicity work against 
Morarka. SPK also informs me that Morarka has given 5 jeeps to 
Sumatra, his candidate for Jhunjhunu constituency. The same num- 
ber of jeeps have been given to his Gudda constituency candidate. He 
has also told that each candidate can hire further 3 jeeps for which 
Morarka will pav the cost. From this you whl kindly find that he is 
all out to win the election. It is also confirmed that in NawalgarH 
he has given 5 jeeps to Mlntre, who is his candidate. In view of the 
fact that he is now using more number of vehicles than in the ast 
election we shall also have to fall in line with him, and, Iherefore 
all our friends like Debisinghji, Bhimsinghji, Raghuvirsinghji and 
Madan Singhji etc. feel strongly that we must also arrange to give at 
least 5 jeeps per constituency, if not more. 

In reply to that letter Mr. M. P- Biria Is said to have wjitten Ex. P-42/6. 
That letter reads as follows: 


“1 am in receipt of your letter of 30th December from Jaipur regarding more 
requirements of jeeps. I have checked up with CACO and it is not 
possible for them to arrange any jeeps. Jitendra seems to have given 
you wrong information. I am however negotiating with CACO to 
give a cash donation for Rajasthan Swatantra Parly and the cheque 
to be sent through you. I will let you know about this within a week. 

As regards your further requirement of jeeps, you write that 10/15 jeeps 
can be delivered immediately by the Rajasthan a£ent cl Matin dra- 
ft this is so, then you plea&c get these jeeps immediately in the account 
of our various officers and the finance should be arranged as per our 1 
decision in Pilani. Mr. Keshab Mahindra is out of Bombay and there- 
fore I have not been able to contact him, but in any case, as these 
jeeps are available In Rajasthan for immediate use. I suppose there 
Is no need for me to talk to Mr. Keshab Mahindra. 


Durgaprasadji is now reaching Pilani on the 8th or 9th and you please con- 
sult him also about our total requirement of jeeps. I agree with you 
that we should not lag behind Radhesyam Murarka n our efforts. I 
also understand that he Is going to step up his election efforts. 


Shri R, K, Biria, 
Pilani, 


Yours sincerely, 
(Sd.) MPB 

c.c. Shri D. P- Mandella, Bombay .’ 1 
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While it is true that these letters, if they are genuine, as they are held to be 
by the trial court, do Indicate that sometime in December respondent No, 1 was 
contemplating to secure large number of jeeps to match the number of vehicles 
used by respondent No. 2. But whether in fact he did so is a matter for proof. 
But from this letter we are unable to sped out that there was any settled plan 
for financing the election campaign. Our attention was not invited to any other 
evldnece to show that there was such a plan. As mentioned earlier, no such plea 
had been taken in the petition. It is no doubt true that it appears from the record 
that seven Jeeps were purchased by some persons who are said to be Blrla em- 
ployees on the 18th and 19th of January, 1967 through one Brijlal Ram Gopal of 
Jaipur. There is no evidence whatsoever to show that those jeeps were used in 
connection with the election. Though the surrounding circumstances do indicate 
that those jeeps might have been purchased through Birla employees for election 
purpose, those circumstances do not take the case beyond suspicion. In the ab- 
sence of any proof as to their use we cannot come_ to any conclusion on the basts 
of the purchase of those jeeps. 

Before proceeding to examine the evidence relating to the various items of ex- 
penditure said to have been incurred In connection with the election, it is necessary 
to bear in mind the various principles evolved by this Court to be followed while 
hearing an election appeal. 

Taking Into consideration the fact that a plea of corrupt practice is somewhat 
akin to a criminal charge and the further fact that the election cases are tried 
by experienced judges of the High Court, this Court ordinarily does not go behind 
the findings of fact reached by the trial judge who had the benefit of seeing the 
witnesses examined before him unless there is something basically wrong in the 
conclusions reached by him or the procedure adopted by him. This Is nob a rule 
of law but a rule of prudence. In ! Amar Nath v. Lachman Singh and orn. tills- 
Court observed : 

“We have already observed in more than decision in the present series of 
election appeals that In the matter of appreciation of evidence end 
forming of conclusions with resipect thereto, our normal approach 
would be to accept the findings of the trial judge and not to upset the 
same unless It was shown to us that the trial judge had not consider- 
ed all the evidence In Its proper perspective or that his inferences 
were not supported by the data relied on. We propose to follow the 
said rule in disposing of this appeal. We must also bear in mind 
that the charge of commission of a corrupt practice has t 0 be proved 
by cogent and reliable evidence beyond any reasonable doubt and that 
such a charge cannot be established by any consideration of prepon- 
derance of probabilities.” 

While making these observations the learned judges relied on the decision of 
This Court in the case of 2 Jagdev Singh v. Pratap Singh. 

In the present appeal we do not propose to go into the question whether the 
evidence adduced by a petitioner in an election case should establish the case 
beyond any reasonable doubt but suffice it to say that that evidence must be 
cogent and conclusive. It is true that as observed in *Dr. ,M, Chenna Reddy v. 
V. Ramachandra Rao and anr. that a charge of corrupt practice cannot be equated to 
a criminal charge in all respects. While the accused in a criminal case can refuse 
to plead and decline to adduce evidence on his behalf and yet f»sk the prosecution 
to prove Its case beyond reasonable doubt such is not the position in an election 
petition. But the fact remains that burden of proving the commission of the 
corrupt practice pleaded is on the petitioner and he has to discharge that burden 
satisfactorily. In doing so he cannot depend on preponderence of probabilities. 
Courts do not set at naught the verdict of the electorate except on good grounds. 

Now coming to the corrupt practice of incurring expenditure beyond the pros- 
cribed limit, in several decisions this Court has ruled that it is not sufficient for 
the petitioner to prove merely that the expenditure more than the prescribed 
limit had been incurred in connection with the election, he must go further and 
prove that the excess expenditure was incurred with the consent or under the 
authority of the returned candidate or his election agent. In *Rananjana Singh 

(1) Civil Appeal No. 717/08 decided on 23-8-1968. 

(2) AIR 1965 S.C. 183. 

(3) Civil Appeal No. 1449/68 decided on 17-12-1968, 

(4) (1955) 1, S.C.R. 671. 
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v, Baijnath Singh and ors,; this Coui’t had to consider a case where a proprietor 
of an estate lent the services of his Manager, Assistant Manager. 20 Ziladars and 
their peons for canvassing on behalf of his son, It was proved that the father was 
an old man and the returned candidate was helping his fathor in the management 
of his estate. The question in that case was whether because of the canvassing, 
by those persons the returned candidate had committed the corrupt practice of 
engaging the services of more than the prescribed number of persons and further 
whether the salary and wages paid to them should have been inmuded in com- 
puting the expenses incurred by the returned candidate. In that case there was. 
no evidence to show that the services of those persons were either procured by 
the returned candidate or his election agent nor was it proved that their services 
were obtained with the consent or under the authority of the returned candidate 
or his election agent. This is what this Court observed in that case; 

“There can be no doubt that in the eye of the law these extra persons were 
in the employment of the father of the appellant and paid by ihe 
father and they were neither employer nor paid by the appellant. The 
case, therefore, does not fail within s. 123(71 at all and if that be 
so It cannot come within section 124(4). It obviously was a case 
where a father assisted the son in the matter of the election. These 
persons were the employees of the father and paid by him for work- 
ing in the estate- At the request of the father they assisted the son 
in connection with the election which strictly speaking they were not 
obliged to do- as the position in law at all dilTerent from the position 
that the father had given these eployees a holiday on fuil pay and 
they voluntarily rendered assistance to the appellant in connection 
with his election. We think not. It Is clear to us that qua the appel- 
lant these persons were neither employed nor paid by him. So far as 
the appellant was concerned they were mere volunteers and the learn- 
ed advocate for the respondent admits that employment of volunteer;* 
does not bring the candidate within the mischief of the definition of 
corrupt practices as given in section 123(7). The learned advocate, 
however, contended that such a construction would be against the 
spirit of the election laws in that candidates who have rich friends 
or relations would have an unfair advantage over a poor rival. The- 
spirit of the law may well be an elusive and unsafe guide end the 
supposed spirit can certainly not be given effect to in opposition to the- 
plain language of the sections of the Act and the rules made there- 
under. If all that can be said of these statutory provisions is that 
construed according to the ordinary, grammatical and natural mean- 
ing of their language, they work injustice by placing the poorer can- 
didates at a disadvantage the appeal must be to Parliament and not 
to this Court ” 

The same view was reiterated in zRam, Dayal v. Br'jraj Singh and ors. 
Therein this Court ruled that unless it is established that expenditure was incur- 
red in connection with the election by the candidate or his election agent or was 
authorised by them, it is not necessary to be included under s. 77 of the Act. 
Expenses incurred by an other agent or person without anything more need not be 
included in the account or return as such incurring of expenditure would be pure- 
ly voluntary. 

In 6 Mubarak Mazdoor v. Lai Bahadur, the Allahabad High Court held that 
the expenditure voluntarily incurred by the friends and supporters of the returned 
candidate does not come within s. 123(3) even thoutrh the returned candidate was 
aware of the fact at the time of the election Itself that his friends and sympathi- 
sers were incurring expenditure in connection with his election. That is also the 
effect of the decision in Rananjaya Singh's case supia. This Court as well as the 
High Courts have taken the view that the expenses incurred by a political party 
to advance the prospects of the candidates put up by it, without more do not fall 
within s- 77. That position in law was not disputed before us- But It Is true as 
observed by the Bombay High Court in 5 6 7 Shivram Sawant Bhonsale v. Pratap 
Rao Deorao Bhonsale: that if the court comes to the conclusion that an item of 
expenditure has been suppressed in the return of election expenses, the mere fact 
that there is no sufficient, evidence about the amount that must have been spent hr 
no ground for ignoring the matter. It is the duty of the court to assess all expenses 
as best it can and though the court should not enter into the region of speculation 


(5) (1970) 1, S.C.R. 630, 

(6) 20, E.L.R. 176. 

(7) _ 17, E.L.R. 87. 
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or merely try to guess the amount that must have been spent, it would generally 
be possible to arrrive at an amount of expenditure on a conservative basis and 
where it Is possible to arrive at any such estimate, such estimated amount should 
be held as not shown by the candidate in his election account. 

A somewha. similar was the view taken by this Court in Amar Nath's case 
(supra). 

We shall now proceed to examine the evidence adduced in this case on the 
basis of the piinciples enunciated earlier. But before going to the evidence relat- 
ing to the expenditure said to have been incurred by the 1st respondent in con- 
nection with his election, it is necessary to refer to a curious feature in this 
case. In the course of the trial of the case two files (files A and B) containing 
numerous documents were produced on behalf of the petitioner. One of those 
flies viz. file ‘A’ was produced by P.W, 14 Mr. Nathuramka and the other was 
produced by Mr. Chandershekhar, a member of Parliament through Mr. Sangbi, 
an Advocate. That file is file 'B', These files are said to contain the cor- 
respondence relating to the election of respondent No. 1 exchange between various 
persons, such as respondent No. 1, Mr. M, P, Birla, Mr. S. P. Kaithan, Mr. K. K. 
Birla, M '. M^kahria etc. Mr. Char dershekhar has not appeared in the witness 
box. Mr. Sanghi did not give evidence in the case. It is not known how Mr. 
Chandershekhar came to possess those documents. Now coming to file ‘A’, the 
story pul lorward by P.W. 14 is that he is a business man In Bombay; he was a 
friend of Mr. M. P. Birla and at his instance he worked for respondent No. 1 
during the election; after the election respondent No. 1 fearing that there might 
be a raid on his residences in connection with the evasion of taxes or duties, 
handed over that fl’e to him for safe keeping. The trial court has come to the 
conclusion that In that file there is not a single document relating to any business 
transaction. All the documents therein pertain to the election of respondent 
No. 1 and there could have been no fear of seizure of those documents. The 
story put forward by P.W. 14 is on the face of it unbelievable. It is most likely 
that P.W, 14 worked for Mr. Morarka during the election as suggested during 
his c.o^s-examiaafion. He seems to be a hired witness. But the fact that a 
document was procured by impioper or even Illegal means will not be a bar 
to its admissibility if it is relevant and its genuineness proved. But while examin- 
ing the proof given as to Its genuineness the circumstances under which it came 
to be produced into court have to be taken Into consideration. Evidence has 
been adduced to prove some of the documents found in files ‘A’ and ‘B’ but the 
trial cou-t has relecfed that evidence excepting in regard to a few of the docu- 
ments, It has given good reasons in support of its conclusion. The persons who 
tried to prove the signatures found on some of those documents are strangers to 
those who signed them. Their pretention as to their knowledge about the signa- 
tures of the concerned person was proved to be hollow. The principal witness 
who sought to prove several of the documents contained in files ‘A’ and ‘B’ is 
P.W. 33. Mr. Shankerlal Roopakdas. He Is a thoroughly unreliable witness. He 
appears to be a dismissed employee of one of the Birla concerns. Hi 1 pretention 
that he worked for respondent No. I during the election appears to be false. 
It is established that he was one of the counting agents of Mr. Morarka. No 
application was made to this Court to admit any documents as additional evidence 
in the ca«e. Therefore in this appeal we are only concerned with those docu- 
ments which were admitted in evidence by the trial court. As found by the 
trial court voiumunous false evidence has been adduced in this case both on 
behalf of the petitioner as well as on beha’f of respondent No. 1. Several of 
the answers given by respondent No. 1 during his cross-examination were not 
found to be t”ue hy "the trial court. From an over-ail review of the material on 
record, we are left with an uneasy feeling about the evidence adduced In the 
ease. W^ have no doubt In our mind that in the Jhunjhunu parliamentary con- 
stituency during the last General E'ertion enormous expenses had been incurred 
in suT'port of the eandidatu”e of respondent No. 1. We do not know whether 
the same was true of M~. Morarka though Ex. P.W. 14/5 indicates such a possi- 
bility. In the election neFfion, the petitioner sought not only to get set aside 
the election of respondent No 1, he went further and c'aimed the seat for Mr. 
Morarka Mr. Morarka in his written statement supported the pleas taken by 
the petitioner. Thereafter respondent No, t gave notice of filing recrimination 
against Mr. Morarka. Immediately thereafter Mr. Morarka withdrew his claim 
for the “eat and contended that the petitioner could not claim the seat for him. 
Hence the second relief asked for by the petitioner in his petition was ordered 
to be dropped. This change in the front is not without significance. 

This takes us to the expenses said to have been incurred by respondent No. 1 
in connection with his election under the various heads. 
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We shall now take up the expenses said to have been incurred by respondent 
No 1 under various heaas (only such ot them as are pressed before usl. 

As seen earlier the petitioner’s allegation in the petition was that respondent 
No. 1 incurred an expense of about six lakhs of rupees for purchasmg petrol 
and mobil oil in connection with his election. In his election return respondent 
has shown as expense of only Rs 5466 89P under that head Though the peti- 
tioner alleged in his petition that respondent No 1 had incuiied an expense of 
about 6 lakhs for pu. chase of petrol and mobil oi\ evidence was led only about 
three payments in that regard \i/ (1) a sum of Rs 2,000 to tie piopnetor of 
Arjundeo Dharmal of Caltex and (2) a sum of Rs 5,000 and another sum of 
Rs 5,700 to M/s Gangaram Jamnadhar of Burmah Shell. No person connected 
with any of these pumps was examined in support of the alleged payments. The 
account books of those Arms were also not got produced To prove the pay- 
ment of sum of Rs 2,000 to Arjundeo Dharmal of Caltex, one Mr Radha Kishan 
(PW. 10) was examined. His case is that he i„ a irie’.d of the son ol the pro 
prietor of the fl-m M/s Arjundeo Dharmal and he chanced to be present at the 
pump when one “B S Ghoudhary oi imrias ' time and paid to Arjundeo Rs 2,000 
Later on he was told by the proprietor of the flim that it was m connection with 
the supply of petrol and oil to respondent No 1 The learned trial judge was 
unable to place reliance on this chance witness His evidence is highly artificial 
No satisfactory explanation is forthcoming for not examining the proprietor of 
the firm in question. Now coming to the payment of a sum of Rs 5,000, the only 
witness who speaks about it is P W. 19 Vasudev. His evidence for good reasons 
have been disbelieved by the learned trial judge He is clearly a partisan witness 
For the alleged payment of Rs 5,700 on January 28, 1967, the witness examined 
is P.W 21 The learned trial Judge has disbelieved this witness as well We 
see no reason to differ from the assessment of the evidence made by the learned 
trial judge According to P Ws 19 and 21 they chanced to be present at the 
time when payments m question were made through some third parties. Here 
again neither anyone connected with the firm was examined nor the firm’s accounts 
were produced. 

It was alleged in the election petition that respondent No 1 had spent about 
2 lakhs of rupees on printing of posters, pamphlets, leaflets and cartoons and the 
preparation of badges of the election symbol ’ Star”, rubber baloons with the 
slogans “Vote for Birla” and flags of silk and cotton cloths and their distribution 
as also on wall paintings Before us no arguments were advanced as regards the 
expenditure said to have been incurred for badges of election symbol, iubber 
baloons and flags. It was urged before us that respondent No 1 had paid a sum 
of Rs 22,000 to M/s Rai Bros of Bhiwani for wall painting Several witnesses 
spoke to the fact that the Jhunjhunu constituency was flooded with wall paintings 
seeking vote for respondent No 1 But strangely enough no one connected with 
Rai Bros was examined in the case The proprietor of Rai Bros was summoned 
to give evidence in the case but he did not appear In court On the other hand 
one Mr. Ganesh Dutt appeared in court and presented a petition alleging that 
respondent No t’s election agent is not allowing the proprietor of Rai Bros., 
Mr. Ganpat Rai Joshi to appear m court and therefore Mr Joshl had asked him 
to produce the account-books of thui. firm in court Neither Mr Ganesh Dutt was 
examined in the case nor the account-books otherwise proved The allegation 
made by Mr Ganesh Dutt that the election agent of respondent No 1 did not 
permit Mr Joshi to appear in court remains unproved The resulting position 
is that there is no ecldence to show that any amount was paid to Mr Joshi either 
by respondent No 1 or his election agent or some one with his consent or under 
his authority Similarly there is no satisfactory evidence about im excess ex- 
penditure incurred by respondent No 1 in publishing pamphlets leaflets and 
handbills though as many as 50 different types of pamphlets appear to have been 
distributed during the election soliciting votes either for respondent No 1 or for 
the Swatantra party There is no evidence as to who issued those pamphlets As 
seen earlier, respondent No 1 had the powerful support of the members of the 
Birla family as well as of some other industrialists Evidence was adduced to 
show that 76,000 copies of a cartoon — two starved out and emaciated bullocks 
evidently depicting that Congress rule has brought in nothing but poverty were 
got printed by one Mr Saxena, an Executive in a Birla concern at the Hindustan 
Times Press at Delhi for which he had paid Rs 2300 as charges There is no 
evidence to show that these cartoons were got printed by respondent No 1 nor 
is there any evidence to show that thev were got printed by Mr Saxena with 
the consent of respondent No 1 or under his authority It ma> be that thev 
were got printed to aid the election campaign of respondent No 1 though 
those cartoons could have been used in any constituency in India Mr Saxena 
has not been examined as a witness m the case. 
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The fact that this cartoon was widely published in the constituency as is clear 
from the evidence adduced in the case without more cannot show that the 
expenditure for getting those cartoons printed was incurred by respondent No. 1. 

Evindence was led to show that at about the time oi the election, several 
telephones installed in the residences of some of the members of the Birla 
family and some of their executives were extensively used and the telephone 
charges ran into few thousands of rupees but there is no evidence to show that 
either those telephones were used in connection with the election or they were 
used at the instance or under the authority of respondent No. 1. 

Evidence was also adduced to show that a large number of jeeps and cars 
were used in connection with the election. No evidence was adduced to show 
that they were either used by respondent No. 1 or that they were used with his 
consent or under his authority. In the circumstances of this case, the possibility 
of his friends using' them on their own cannot be ruled out. As seen earlier 
several jeeps were purchased through one of the business associates of Birlas 
at about the time of the election but here again as mentioned earlier there is no 
evidence to show that those jeeps were used in Jhunjhunu constituency at the 
time of the election. 


Evidence was led to show that thousands of persons worked for respondent 
No. 1 hut there is nothing to show that they did not work voluntarily. At any 
rate there is no evidence to show that they were either paid for or at least their 
expenses were met by lespondent No. I. It was said that respondent No. 1 ran 
several messes to feed his workers as well as the voters, Tne trial court has 
found that the evidence relating to that aspect of the case is unreliable. We 
.see no reason to arrive at a different conclusion. 

Evidence was led to show that considerable expenses were incurred for 
-arranging meetings. Here again there is no reliable evidence to show the 
amounts that were likely to have been spent for arranging the meetings or even 
to connect respondent No. 1 with the expenditure incurred in connection with 
those meetings. 


Though the petitioner has failed to establish that any of the items of expendi- 
ture alleged to have been incurred by respondent No. 1 was in fact been 
incurred by him, there is volumunous and fairly convincing evidence to show 
that the constituency was flooded with election literature including posters, 
cartoons, paintings of the walls, leaflets, handbills etc. on behalf of respondent 
No. 1. There is also evidence to show that large number of vehicles were used 
in connection with the election. It is clear from the evidence on record that 
money was freely and liberally spent to further the prospects of respondent 
No. 1. In addition to this there is also evidence to show that in about December 
1966, an account was opened in the Pilani branch of the United Commercial 
Bank in the name of P.W. 32, Mr. Raghuvir Singh who was at that time the 
President of Jhunjhunu District Swatantra party. On the very day of the 
opening of the account a cheque for Rs. 1,50,000 issued by C.A.C.O. (Cement 
Allocation and Co-ordination Organization) was credited. Thereafter cash 
depot's o f over 2 lakhs of rupees were made m that account. These monies 
were drawn by P.W. 32 mostly by issuing cheques in favour of Mr. Tibriwalla, 
one of the Birla Executives. According to P.W. 32, the contribution made by 
C A C O was made to the Swatantra party and the cash deposits made were the 
amounts collected by him for the benefit of the Swatantra party and that he 
spent the amounts received, in connection with the election of the Swatantra 
party candidates in the Jhunjhunu constituency. P.W. 32 is undoubtedly an 
interested witness. He was a supporter of respondent No. 1. He himself con- 
tested one of the assembly constituencies in the Jhunjhunu parliamentary 
constituency. In the 1962 General Election, he opposed respondent No. 2 and 
lost the election bv a narrow margin. It is clear from his cross-examination 
(the court permitted the Counsel for the petitioner to cross-examine him) much 
reliance cannot be placed on his evidence. Counsel for the appellant asked us 
to hold that the account in the name of P.W. 32 was in reality the account of 
respondent No. 1; P.W. 32 lent his name as a cover. In fact it was Mr. Tibri- 
walla who withdrew the amounts from that account and utilised the same m 
connection with the election of respondent No. 1. In support of this contention 
he relied on the following circumstances: 

The money was paid by C.A.C.O., a concern in which Birlas were interested 
Tn Ev PW 42/8 Mr. M. P. Birla had written to respondent No 1 to say that, he 
would persuade C.A.C.O. to make some contribution to Swatantra party and 
further the cheque could be sent through respondent No. 1 and cheques were 
-mostly issued in favour of Mr. Tibriwalla. We agree with the learned judge of 
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the High Court that there is room to suspect that most of the amounts drawn 
from this account were likely to have been spent to further the election pros- 
pects of respondent No, 1. C.A.C.O. is not a Birla concern. It is an organiza- 
tion formed by several cement manufacturers. Birlas are only one of them. 
There is no evidence to show that the cheque in question was sent through 
respondent No. 1. It is proved that C.A.C.O. had contributed in connection with 
the election not only to the Swatantra party but also to the Congress party, the- 
Jan Sangh and several other splinter groups. It has even given contributions 
to individual candidates as is seen from its accounts. In fact the contribution 

f iven by C.A.C.O. to the Congress party is much larger than made by it to the 
watantra party. Mr. Tibrlwala was a member of the Swatantra paity. From 
the facts proved it is not possible to come to a definite conclusion that he acted 
on behalf of respondent No. 1. If one looks at the way C.A.C.O. was distributing 
amounts during the election as donations, one is constrained to feel that those 

g ayments were intended as investments. Possibly C-A.C.O. did what other 
usiness concerns are doing. Such donations to political parties whether done 
in the crude way in which C.A.C.O. did or in a more subtle way would under- 
mine the very foundation of our society. No democracy con survive, however 
ideal is the Constitution by which it is governed, if the principles underlying 
the Constitution are ignored, The best democratic Constitution can go the way 
the Weimar Constitution went. 

It is true that many times corrupt practices at election may not be able to 
be established by direct evidence and the commission of those corrupt practices 
may have to be inferred from the proved facts and circumstances but the 
circumstances proved must reasonably establish that the alleged corrupt practice 
was committed by the returned candidate or his election agent. As mentioned 
earlier preponderance of probabilities is not sufficient. 

For the reasons mentioned above this appeal must fail and it is hereby dis- 
missed. But we cannot leave this appeal without expressing our uneasiness 
about the law relating to election expenses. Section 123(6) is by and large in- 
effective in controlling election expenses. There are ways to bypass that pro- 
vision. From what we have seen in the various election cases that came before 
us we are of the opinion that law controlling expenses has been reduced to a 
mockery. We can only repeat the observations of this Court In Rananjaya Singh's 
case (supra) that “the appeal in this connection must be to the parliament.’’ 

Now coming to the question of costs, the trial court felt ex+remely unhappy 
in having had to award costs to respondent No. 1. But it had to because of the 
compulsion of the law — see s. 119 of the Act. We are not faced with any such 
compulsion. There is no provision in the Act which compels the appellate court 
to award costs to the successful party in an election appeal. This is eminently 
a fit case where we should not award costs to the returned candidate. The 
resulting position is that the appeal is dismissed but the parties are directed to 
bear their own costs in this appeal. 

New Dfchi, 

The 10th September, 1970. 

K- S. Hegde, J, 

A. N- Grovfp, .T. 

[No. 82/4/67 (RJ) I. 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 13th October 1970 

S.O. 3651. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied f^at Shri Gyanrndra 
Misra, S/o Shri Nagendra Nath Misra, 111/70, Ashok Napar, Kanpur. District 
Kanpur, Uttar Pradesh a contesting candidate for the mid-term general election 
1969 to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 297-Kalyanpur Assembly 
Constituency, has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as required 
by the Representation of the People Act, 1951. and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notices has not given anv 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Gyanendra Misra, to be disqualified 
for Ibeing chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period 
of three years from the date of this order. 


[No. UP-LA/2E 7/69(147).! 
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RTTH wcftn 

P feNi, 1.3 VPjsp-, 1970 

36 51. TT: fTT'TTT TTTPTTT TWTJTT N TT1 t fa THT T<fa facTR" 

HWT % N'T RlTPTfa TT9TTT fTT?TT 1 969 % N'T 2 97-TTn TT FR TW farNr NtT 
% ttft tN n% TTffk^rr «rt wrnj fm TP" NV tttt nr fm, 111/70, twit 
HIT, imp, f'TTT TTTT 7 :, TffT TU-T , Nfa TfafafacT RfafalR, 1951 ?THT TUfFT 
irrrrr ht NttI sm wiNt wt Nr Nr nrf tt aftf fair nfarHann r wm 

t|? ; 


2 NN RT:j TIT TJRfaTF N TR T^PF ^TIR fat TIT T" Nt wnft 
H R THTT % fad Ntf arPH SPHT pM'f'W T^t fan %\ TRT IVlN'T Rfafa TT 
To TTrSTPT {‘T TIT | fa TR% TTR TT RnfiRTT % f«TT Nfa TRi'R TTPH TT 

fRFftfacR t|Y % ; 

3. RT: STR, TIT STfafaiR Nt STTTT / 1 0-T $£rtrtut K fifaVT RTRfa 
P^PT TIT HT Srfaj fRR Nt RRT^? TTTt HTTl ?f faNV Rt RTT V TT 
faRT TT7T Ti faiRT RRf Rpr fa'TH TflTT *£ T^T p TTT Nfa Nd T N'T ?E 

rkh Nr Trfr'T r tt tt Nr tthteFt N fan fatfp mf-TT rpet t i 

[To To Eo-fao To/297/69 ( 147).] 

S.O. 3652. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Rama 
Kant, S/o. Shri Baha Ganga Dass, R/o. Panchmukhi Hanuman Mandir, Panki 
Katra, Kanpur, Uttar Pradesh a contesting candidate for the mid-term general 
election 1969 to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 297-Kalyanpur 
Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses 
as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made 
thereunder: 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notices has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission i* satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Rama Kant, to be disqualified for taking 
chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legis- 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order, 

[No. TJP-LA/ 297/69 (148).] 
nRo gfto 3652. — nr: fTTm RTTtT PT RRIETT [ft TTT % fa TrP tT^TT faHTT 
RTT % f'TT RSTHlfsr TTJTTT farm, 1969 % fvPT 2 9 7— TTTTWT 7 ’ RET NtN'T sN 
E RTFT TTT TFT TNfaTP ET TPTTTTRT TV ENIT EErTTE, ffiTPfr TTTllft 

5TUTT rFfTT, TTPt TTTT , TTR^T ( TUT STtsr) , effa TTfiMSTcq' TfafTHT, 1951 TTT 
TTtfrr tti% P fauff tpt TTfTrT ttt far N't tt Ntf Nar ttN-ttN 

sfN tt: tit tNYtttt tt tptfp prrnt Nr ttt Nr tttY p ?rc- 
tttt t fp Ntf ttttttt wttt fan t ; tTt ttNt titut tt tt tpirtt 

N W f, fa TT% TTTPRTTiTTT ^ fa% Ntf TT^T TTTT TT FTiTlNT tN ^ ; 
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stct: m, rr sErftrfsTW *rf rr[ 1 o-t % st^rtr if fad Hr ■RfRfR rrfR- 

SRI TTR ' 4 \ TPRRiFR qR RR<? % URT RRRT if Rfarff Rf RRR % fiT farRt T[^[ 

hit fartUR rrt smr fatrrR qf\R^ % r:rr fir Tirt 4U f fa t fafa, *r RfaR 

fat RRfal it cffR Rd RT RRHlRfR % ffacr fRRffR RPRT t I 

[R° Ro-fRo Ro/297/69 ( 148).] 
New Delhi , the 19 th October 1870 

S.O, 3653, — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Jaswant 
Singh, S/o Shri Ram Chander, R/o 69-Vijai Nagar, Meerut City, District Meerut, 
Uttar Pradesh, a contesting candidate for mid-term general elections 1969 to the 
Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 401 -Meerut Cantonment Assembly 
Constituency, has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as required 
Iby the Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notices has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied that 
he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Jaswant Singh to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 


[No. UF-LA/401/69(149).] 
By Order, 

A. N. SEN, Secy- 


R# fapff, 19 SRfap- 1970 

fTU Rt° 36 5 3. — RR: ffiSTUTT Rfafa T-X RRW1R ft RRT f, far RTP' gifal fatUR RRT 
% fafa hWTRlftr RIRPR farwm 1969 % fafa 4 9 1-3R1 fRRfaTR 

R RlH TnffaRRfal «ff qwff fRRlfat 6 9-ffaRR RRV, 

iRR RTF, fa-TRT ipR, FRT hrfar, fafar RfafRfRcR RfRfRRR, 1051 rRTT RTRiR rRIR 
fill fa-qfat gRJ RfaSTR Rlfa ffaffaiR 3RRT R1 Ttf fat RRU RT%H TTfi if 

fa ; 

2. fair RR: . RTR "JwffadR R, TH RPTR TJdRT ffat Rlfa Tv fat RRRt SR 
RTTfiRTT % fafa fafl TTRTf srqRr Rl'dTfa.JVr Rff," fatR £ RRT ffafafiR ST.faTR RR Rf 
RRrffTH gt RRT £ far "3R% RTR ?R RRR7-RRT R fafa Rif Wf n T RT-RT ST ^Rlfaf- 
ffacR fiff t 1 

3. RR: , RR TFT RfsrfRRR fa RRT 1 C-R % RRRTvr if ffaTRR RTRTR 
PRRJRT RRR fat TfRqTFrfarf fa RRR R RtRT Rfat if % fafat fat RdR T hi farfaf 
UPtr fa fartrifi RRT RW fRRTR TfTR? ^ RhPh fn argf ?fR =ffa- t,T faftr, 
^RRfaifr^T dlff® R T)R hd Tf TFUdfar T fHh fiRfgRsfrfarfi' qPTTT f I 

[Ro To Ro-fato Ro/40l/69 (l49).] 

RTfR R, 
qro ITRo RfalR | 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, the 15th October 1970 

S.O. 3054. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Ragho 
Ram Choudhary, formerly a resident of village and P.O. Raniganj District 
Gaya, now residing in village Rajepur, PO. Sanda, P. S. Kurtha, 
District Gaya, a contesting candidate for mid-term election held in 1989 to the- 
Bihar Legislative Assembly from 245-Imamgnnj Assembly Constituency, has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses as required by the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or Justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Ragho Ram Choudhary, to be disqualified 
for being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of 
the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 


rNo. BR-LA/245/69(121).} 
By Order, 

ROSHAN LAL, Secy. 


TTTTOT 

fRTO>, 15 TOR TO, 197 0 

3 6 54 -RR: fRRfaR TORiR RT RRTR1R jfT TOT £ fa fRRIT fRETIR RRT 
% fad RTRd, <19 if §d RERTRfa frofaR R faR 2 4 5-f RTRR^T fRRfaE W5T % 
RRTR RTO RiR -fafadlT suft TTRtTTR RVjft RT Rffa RTR TRl RTo TTRlRR , fam 
TOT % fRRItfT R TOT TO RTR TIRR 7- , Too ETOT, TORT f«T?, fTOTl TO! R TO $ 

Rfa RfRfRfsrcR wfsrfRRR, 1951 tot toeT'ir rrtr tr fRRRT im topt 

fTOfTO TORi TIT "hit! 5 1 fa«R Rlfa R Rfi'+uR 

to: , TOR TOfftTOT 7 " ?r, TO TOTO ^TOT fal TOT TO vf- TO 

TTRTOTTT % fad’ Elf TO TOT TORT TOfaiTORT TfTT fort % ; TOT fRRfaR TOTOTTOi RR 
TO RRTRTR TO TOT & fa TOfa RTR TO RETORT %< fa?T TOt ERfar RTOR RT JRpftfRcR 
Rff % ; 


TO: TO, RET nfufTTO TO trm 1 0-E % TORTOT R fad?TO TOTtR 

’JJ 

ittostot tot rY tojt tht eYtoV to rto v rTri err't r r froft vfr TOR ^ RT 

farft TITO fTOIR TOT TORT fRSTTR fifTOR % TOTO ^R TOR Efa % faff, 
?R ETTOr TO RTTORT R TiR RT TO TORTRfj T fad ftvfar RtpTR TORT f I 

[Ro fR^P’-fRoRo 245/69 (l2T)l 

EfaR %, 

TfaR RTR, RfRR I 
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MINISTRY OF FOREIGN TRADE 

New Delhi, the 22nd October 1970 

S O. 3655. — In pursuance of rule 6 of the Export of Coir Products (Inspection) 
Rules, 1965, the Central Government hereby directs that the following amendment 
shall be made to the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Foreign Trade and Supply No S O 1459 dated the 19th April, 1969, namely — 

In the Table below the said notification in column (3) against the Export In- 
spection Agency, Cochin for the word "Manager” appearing in item No 7, the 
following words sahll be substituted namely, "Deputy Director". 

In the Table below the said notification in columnn (5) against the Export 
Inspection Agency, Madras, for the word “Manager” appearing in item No 5, the 
following words shall be substituted, namely, “Deputy Director”. 

[No 60(9) /Exp Insp/67] 


fVfST etrm 

22 IR^sR 1970 

UTo SITo36 5 5 — »RR RVIK (fafteUT) fWT, 196 5, % faRR 6 % STJRTOI if 

fafrr ’REIT faiW T=f> §■ % RRT RTTR % f^viY *7TTfT (ftr ■q'rjf'Y TTfNT 

aft irftig^dT (To W°m° 1459, dT^F? 19 SISR, 1969, ^ fdRfRftsfT RRtRR fw 

^itort, — 

ttt wfa^RT % tt ERvfr ir, Ecm ( 3 ) ir, f-ciFr ffifhiir srfadRjr, ti'NYt 

% Wt, >R8o 7 R mT TlR “'Zmw'' ST*? % RHR IT, tir.T srfdrfqrfTR fETr 

vrrtJirr, mtfa — 

"RR | 

RdR RfugRET E RRjft R ( 5 ) if, frqfa RJTR % RfR%, 

•rr 5 %, mR srr^r "srer-” % err <r, foRfa-fad ^ Rfw?RTfRd f^FRi drn.RT, mrfy 
"RR fdtW 1 

[R° 60(9)/fTo fRo/ 67 ] 


S O. 3656. — .In pursuance of rule 8 of the Export of Coir Yarn (Inspection) 
Rules, 1960 the Central Government hereby directs that the following amendment 
shall be made to the notification of the Government of India In the Ministry of 
Foreign Trade and Supply No SO 1460 dated the 19th April, 1969, namely — 

In the Table below the said notification in column (3) against the Export In- 
spection Agency, Cochin for the word "Manager” appearing in item No 10, the 
following words shall be substituted, namely, “Deputy Director”, 

In the Table below the said notification, In column (5) against the Export In- 
spection Agency, Madras for the word "Manager” appearing in item No 5, the 
following words shall be substituted, namely, “Deputy Director” 

[No 60(22)/Exp Insp /07 ] 

RR 0 RT 0 3656 — fddfd (Wfa<T) fdRR, 1 966, % fdRR 8 % RdRTUT 
ir RRSFl R'-WM ttT^SRT frRR T=fr | far ERR FRER % fa&ft RTRR ETjfd RRIRR 

r° rt° mo 1460 , di^Fs 19 strr, 1959 , r fdRdNfad rrYrr fw 
wirt, srqfd — 

TFT RflEJRRT % RTEHl R, FOR ( 3) R, fddfd fdRilW irf'RRnJf, R>R>R 

"V RTRR, RR R o 1 0 if RTR dlH WR? % (NET RT, fdJRftTfild TRd RfdTRTfRd 

U, '"HURT, mrfd — 

"RR 
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«rfg^Rr % %Y RTR>fY *r, ( 5 ) Jr, fcfcw RfaqrTR, mm, 

% RTB% IT? R O 5 if, sn% “SRRR” W % ^?FT TR f%R-frliW 5T»T 9fo*qTf%T felt 
| spq^: — 

“et fa^nr" 

[b'o 60(22) /f%a fao/ 67 ] 


S.O. 3657.-— In pursuance of rule 8 of the Export of Human Hair (Inspection) 
Rules, 1968, the Central Government hereby directs that the following amendment 
shall be made to the notification of the Government of India in the late Ministry 
of Commerce No. S.O. 1610 dated the 3rd May, 1998, namely: — 

In the Table below the said notification in column (2) against the Export In- 
spection Agency, Madras for the word '‘Manager” appearing in item No. 8, the 
following words shall be substituted, namely, “Deputy Director”, 

In the Table below the said notification in column (4) against Export Inspec- 
tion Agency, Delhi for the words ‘‘2179, Gurdwara Road, Karol Bagh, New Delhi-5,” 
appearing in item No. 6, Lhe following words shall be substituted, namely: — - 

“6B/9, Northern Extension Area, Rajinder Nagar, New Delhi.’ 

In the Table below the said notification in column (5) against the Export In- 
spection Agency, Cochin, the words Dr. A. N. Bose appearing in item No. 1 shall 
he deleted. 


[No. 60(27)/Exp. Insp/67.] 

M. K. B. BHATNAGAR, 

Dv, Director (Export Promotion). 


WTo^To 3657.-R1RR 5RR ftnfa 1968 % f%TR 8 % 4F£T*UI 

ir h f 'til t r riFrTg-'n fdtur | f% rtr h<+h % Rihtw nsr* 

W[o r Vfjo r l f I 0 iTTT>g 3 pf. 1 96 8, R TWlTT f%TT RUHR, 

APqfr!:— 

to RTTofY if, ^ ( 2 ) #, fai ? 1 fartoR ^tnittet, tnrrcr 

% mm, ^80 s R tr "sreqqr'’ % fqrR qr, faf#r%rT nr f%TT 

NlhfiT, SRlfa “RT : 


'Strl RT^fV if RiR ( 4 ) %, fartoN 4) TwiT fewdi 

% RTR% R o 6 if 4TFf 31% “2179, ’JEWETT TW, RTR, fe'eft- 5” WR1 % PRIR 

* ’ ", 

‘‘6*3/9, rt^r iifVtjT, ttrr, rr*-, ^ ficTt-a’’ 


TTfi- % fiV% %> RT7N> if, RVR ( 5 ) *T, fRT?d R %tl T RVR T<BT, %%> 

r % rtr%r? ii gnei “rto po iiro rib” rtfe f^tt RpTij | 

[R° 6 0 ( 27) /id o fria/ 67] 

ifio qto 'RiRTRT, 

^T ffilwE (mid RRek) 1 
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•Tf feMt, 14 FFJET, 1970 

Wr ° WT ° 3 39 5. — W: ERF % fTT?F 4 4I4U %• fFFTT % ftR EPTRtVt 

^ w far ft eTt fatteur % frett frt f fm_ FfaTE trie f^-qf^r 

*)V f?RT$lF) q+f r 1964 % fa 1 )*! 1 1 % FTftw ( 2) 3Rr ETffftlT ERF % 7TFF3 

'REraTTw FRtg 3 faF^R 1970 , eft 2 , 3 , ft'u'r ( 11 ) it rs 1443 - 1450 E 

qr erf etfr % fq rttr btrpt fT Efy ijfft f ft 1 fr 2 9 7 i frYf 3 fqqrqT 
1 970 % f^Vf TFiftiF ftnr ^ % ; 

51lT EF n^m TTHTTG": TETfar stt FfF FEt sqf^TTf it 2 1970 TF 

^TTM'T Fk gSTTF FTE'Iff fFT» Ett Sj-; 

^ EF FFT TTETT FEIT Ft 3 fH’TF^T^ 1 9 70 FT TERT FCT fair TIT 41 ; 

W: TFT TPTTFT qr jTTTT if SIR FIWT qk FFTTt qr FRTT IRFR T fFFR 
F 7 Itrttt £; 

WT: FT fqq^T (ipr fFTTF Ek fF-klF) FfafFET 19 63 ( 19 63 FT 2 2 ) ]f T 
am 6 3m tff wfFrqf ft teTt Fkt go kstF ftfr fq'iftT fktilF Tftq^ 5r etf 
qmt % tefiF Ek m kiT qr FEt f^raqpT Ffa^RTEt ft FfaFtT fff go q-f -re gk 
% FTm f% Tim % fm?T rttr % ftrFFr % fqn fi^r feet fierf Fit?: tot ft t 
^T33 m — 

( l) 'trfaqfTT F 7 at \ fF 3JT TrTTT f'f-ltF it $4 OF f T ITT Ek tktiTF % 

ERtfTF m ; " 4 

( 2 ) ^ frif fakF (^f fatTF Ek fkkiF) fFET 1970 % f^tr ^e 
frq^F Ek fkkiF % tfk Ft »jf fFEFF Ek fkkM % <k tfr % ft if faftTRi 
ft at | Ft kr ft RTTtf Ft frmT k rrj gtor ; 

( 3 ) (f) f-fkT fkt«TF TfWJ 3RT faEFF fFET at % TEF 3RT FEEtfET 
f-rfrim ft tt OT-Fft ft rTut ^t 7 arotFr F^t f ttItt f fsrej erf Mr?iTf 
ft ir TFTFT I'flt | I 

fe°RT ; fFffr TTTT T fFTt fTT /ftTtTFaT FT To wf'TTF FT fF TITFI /ToTTl- 
TTR T1TF Mwff t fFTt Mw TIFR t fTOtr R fTTTT TFT ?t Slk FTI fqftT fTt-r3F 
it fF5l fFftFCTt Fl FTF 7 qtFR FT^ % fk 7 ?^F ^t FT F? TftfTF FT F^FTt IT ( FT FFOt 
Ft TTFim F OF F RTiT 3)1 TF TlTT FTT TR TtF 5TRWF ?T 2TF SRT 

fT^FT fRITUt F RTF t TTHRl FRT % TfFT^ tt TTFTfTT faftfaTf % T^W fFTFl 

FT ’T-TTITT Ft nt TF Ft fqTTT T^SITT FF FFqt 1 . 

(«) TTFTT tt TFFTraiR ERF MERIT % F ^tt TF fT4?T tfFTr t Er 
ERTTe TTFF TRII 3m FlfT fF 7 TO, ftrfFWlt qfT Ftt ?t it fR FT T^TTF % tTO. 
5FTR El 7 4RT M?RFt FTTT f% TfrTT TTf=FT TT^ Ft TFTTT ttt t I 

( 4) ERRt^k 3 TTTR % qtTTT nil FT mTTtf % fFT?T FF FT TFT frit 4 FFFt | 
^ETFfFET%ETE fFT?T {^FfEtaF’nkfkklF) FfafTET 1963 (l963 Fi 22) 
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am 7 % farfw faafa fJrtfaT afRamit Jr it ftnfr % am ^rCt forr w w 
SRIT TT SqFTTa H g't f% ^ % Ttq'JT fra'cHir aft fftrTIT T if 4 fa T m 

gft ttcT | sift itht WWji’f % jjr am faqfa % sqftftr % far* ftc, to, f 1 

2 . 2 fT crfagw Jr ft ftf ftqfT 5 J£ Tmft % T«pt % Rift qiTfft ft Vjfir 
E^S TT =(l^ §m fftlfa ft fTT 1 ^ ftft Rq na aa ft T^TT TT fta iftl f'T l( ]R 3 > 
jjrt o*r fit qqrj Jr afaqr ?r |1 l 

3 . ‘rfftirar : — m afagaar Jr am?’ Jr Jr faiftftr aarft % ffta- 

ftfta aft Jr Jr ftf r”P aftaa f aa 1 ^ : — 

(i) ‘^frm’ aafa nq: sjTf iz\ gar rrm rrra ^ar gar Tifinr farwr mi 

4-112 aft it 1 8 aft aft T3f (l39. 5 HHT Jr 434. 0 HR HRf 4ftr) 
ft aft mam araifft aftft 40 " ( 1 01 . eo Jrftftn) ft; 

(li) "TTT TT qrTSr" a*!^ ftfTT 3T3T gaT Rift TTST RT 5ft am Tl 

faaararc 1 2 aft Jr 34 . 56 aft ft aa (372 ara Jr 1072 wtr 'srf^r 
ft aftr) fta-fta aftrftf Ti; 

(iii) "ftfta” aft “zrz" % aft Jr aara (i) aft (ii) Jf fafafte qrqS 
Jr ft jq ft? aft ft ftfaa m§at % fft arena % aa Jf a qaa gft £ 
aft ^ftr ^ ^a ft aft ?i ft aift ft ftrft % fro, aft ft‘t Jf 
afrafan 

(iv) "anfta % fts aft a?r araft" aft fasi fft iftaaraf ar ar? 

|ftraq fVim 104 " ( 204 . 2 Jr°fr4tTf) % ^V?t$ tk. ^tt eo 

fltfr afr «nf qsr ( 1 95 . 3 htt afr ffrrr) ^t; 

4. 4? wfsgw 1 6 W^TT 1970 if a^?r $Vit 1 

[ft 0 60 ( 5)/ 70-'?° Wffo ^»afto] 

5pTo !TTo 3396- — fqqfrT (’J'T fTa'^’T 5ltf MV^W) 4lftlfJwq 1963 (l963 
*pt 22 ) spV am 1 7 am am wfwaf ar aatq ^ go atr f^m it fr*f\ fwqrq 
wfag^Ri^ri Tt ’ErfaTtRr qml go, %^Yr fmrre nrrajm fqfrffrf'aa fqinr «RRft f’ ^r^tfr :- 

1. lifwRr tw 5 )tf anvi — ( 1) Jr famr T^TmfVqfT (^r f-raaq 'atT 
ffrtr^^) f-m 1970 froa 1 

( 2 ) Jr 16 JPf^TT 1970 qit 1 

2 . qf’^niiR — froar Jr ^ rrqr f% Jr ^rf^r ?r^fticr q — 

(t) '^rfafqrq' ^ frafr (^ fJTqa>q srtr fT<r«rq) irfafTTq 1963 (1903 
vr 22 ) af^cr t 1 

(g ) '(rfroV Jr afafrrfT aft ottt 7 % aa'Yr *pHTt, qarrr, ate 

f^fffV Jr fqifqrr fq^ffr ffrCtenm ^rPRamr ^rNarr |; 

( q ) 'qff'rc' Jr afafHaq tT am 3 % aaYq fqrfrT Iqqfa fq<rwq a 

t; 
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(n ) qRR’ t t fq-filfq-T qcTRf % fRRfqfaq Rif t t qitf 0 qi wN 3 q 

t» m'ki : — 

(i) ‘^Ph W o,^ qR SRT §qT, RRT §?rr 9 >faqr faFTW ¥|R 4 . 1/2 

sAr t 1 8 sflrcr qfa *rt ( 1 39 . 5 urn t 434 . 0 qpr qfq tYrc) |f, sflr 
ETRFIT OTHrfFR 44" ( 101 . 60 Ro ifto) gt I 

(ii) ‘zrz w wi 1 st^rr qir g^r, HrCf w?r qr ft utr qr f^fr, 
fsmqrr 'hr 12 *iYq ^ 34 . 56 tfar qfq qifw ( 372 qrq t 1072 
aft sfq ?pf Tfkr) f^»a fas qteitqi w; 

(iii) ‘^faqq’ ‘hr’ % srafa (i) sfht (ii) if fqfoR wi t srt 

§q ftt tVr tt fqfa^i RFjtT % fqq ^tuft £ w q q^qq | tffc 

sqir W qqr sftT qf # qtif W FT^Rt % f>T7 'jJT % ftF FrfwfRq 

t; 

(iv) 'wtiq % cfv§ w wsr' *rq?Y fa?i f*ro tRfqpqf w site |fqqq 
faraw 104" (264.2 to 4 t° ) it tVsTf r 8R6.0 tfar qfq 
qq n^r ( 1 95 . 3 iitr qffqt fter) gi 1 

3. yfwT t n«r fniRRi — fqqffr % fqq msrfw sr rrtr?Y «pV fqfqqfa 
ftti 5 RT fqffqfa spy fR^ f'HR WRRnRf <R, faw qfqq faqqq % FFR* R%T, ftpR- 
fqqgft qit RRTfer wttt ^ffriHq fwn RTttqr : — 

( 1 ) w qq'iwiRr r>t fttsw fwrq qqr? t^t ni^Tr fuqJr qFpqq'r 

fir ftfteR w, qfRR 5 rt, m_ ^MV q d - wt % fan fa fafafaq q?qrq 
ftrfwnf % *fjw f , ft qf rtr %■ w^ftr R rr% % 

fiFii rrYNft t ww: R'tr wfoKi r§ 1 

( 2) 'RteRt R'k % fr Rffl^ra qfrq^ srt ftfer t 

RRTT> T 9 1 TTD ,9 Fftr qfrTa/^ffRWR q>T TRR 3 W^Ft ^[ 9 ^ I 

(3) (i) fw^Fnft -dRKH qr q^hiq rYf fq^hiR Iwiiit 

qrfrfwa'f rIt ERfqqt t qqr fqfqftR rYf t# fafafo? ^ 
FFRt qr, fqwrfef f^n 5frqq rTt R^fqq ■qf'H^RJ r’It Rri 
fqqfRcr rYf aifiRF ^q t qqiq Ri i 

(ii) fqqqi% ( qtffq fR^T 11 ! % aq'rqq ^ ftr-^ ^ftqq ^YF^^aqrrr 
ir q-Hl qrer^wri/lfwr 5 i>< ht? % qft/qqtrq % trt Fnnt% 
wi 'bTt qfRrwq fwFi Yt *r%t> qnY t qq^T qfrfyqfqqf 
% «rak fqf-rfirq wtRei, tea'Ji qqqr qfeq qrtift i 

(iii) qwifr qq qq>f%q qwrq fq^ qrtr, qqqt fqfwW 

qrF% qpfr fqfwq RTt^T TF S'l^ WR qff wt^Tf % 
wfr RTqwq it, q^Mi qr q% i 

(iv) Ttwq — 

(qr) qfFfw3 V t % st^ftr ^ftqq vfa. aR w qR?T 
(g) qfrfw ‘®’ t % ffjftr 
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(?) qftfw V ir % RfTR # qtsf % fwr ^ % sftT 

(?) qfrfw V Jr % TFjdR^kiH % % sfk 

(?) qflfw V k w^tr rrYt % rutY ?r vrrr 

( 4 ) ?? PdfiHd 5RTR % ’fft TT^ fpY qk R?TR % kkrif ”T 

if sr^rRr % frqq tt??? qkfRrfdqf % vrfYd faklRT "Rrfkk, ?ft 
Hi H *ff snqift stk nrfar % fqq qfckra- # ^nt^fY i 

,( 5 ) fafrmW dft ?T^FMREfY R ^TTR^RTI, JTiT gfarfa?? qR% % ftrq 1% 
sdrre Tr<j[fR?T Prfawr ?Y fafn? wkrmf % i, trPrt Pqirrm 
vk ^rNr nETrq rsNt i 

(6 ) Pwrt Treks'? srr^rft 

???> sTfak? anrrq Rif grr?? 1 

( 7 ) irk, (Wr rot, « d?f v^?q?T ?T fYk^r % tt-jitr ??tti 
w if dirf drfsqrf | itt Rkr? rtrr onra ?t ^rrffr | ?f irk 

jrt fam ?roi if rrt ?rY r fa^sr fc?r rtrt i cfY faqfa 
% faq rrrt r frfkjfcT vkr^oT ?k qk?^ ?T samr YY 
§q kwf^d ?r fen srrnirr i fank % fnq Rctr?, 

kfiRsfr % OTOT §f RTrff I TX\ ?<7FTR 3>R $t arrdT | ®Tf ITpRRRT 

qm fekr ^rrr f ??Rffe jq: km r navar | i 

3?: SIR? TRY qff RRT ^RTT ?TpRdR°l ?k qk?^ *6t rfr 
RroqT 1 

4. qfRT kfdWJT — fiRT 3RT 'Rkfet % nkkfd' pOTR % fad fafafad 

sk? fek<n n^p- spr 5rfr??Rl 5RT R^t^TOl f%£TT ^TRdT, 1 Rk 

( 1 ) df? vfdRR- am fk-i Rf Rib’ll H ^ 5?Rr | fV rrrmfY 

tfrt kfiRw r krrft ?r srftfd? kTiiTm qt q?Y ?TRfr t, 
dt w, Rifkr tr aff srrqiff; Tfk 

\2) Ufa krq qq rjY err? M-rti't Yf RRdrflf dir n^?T ; ir RRkrar 
d'kr |dtrrmrff fkfd'YfRq 4drqRir%krq qrrr 4R £( Rnkf i 

5. qfaq wYt far^ — P trt 4 % Vd*rR qirr # Rnrcfr rre rtt $ 
TrftjmfRR tkaaraf, qfc ii, % srijqR q? rt ^rrqqf nYr fYfdPqf^d ttrt'YV 
% fdkdTT dfr Rrqifr 1 

(*) kkdRr qrr qrq tftxl ? r Tfk^'rf T rrir kr^f, qfc qftf 
(dt) qts/^kr «flt dWT 
(?) TRR «tR 

(q) ^gqR 

(?) rrRnff qrr qnr 

(■d) JTRT 
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(®) E1TE eYe 5TTTFT qmY Ef% Ye if 5?^rf fEftf SRT VYf SEE 

^TfiwrO i 

6. *£317 WHET — fEEE 5 % E^ER 9E 9?Y E? 5 )Yt faiV-TT # EIEHY # 

eb/ete EfEqm? am heY bete B3 tfer m stteoY et qfma am ?e soYet 
% fan, wHifrfer vY e| ft i 

7. fatrfcf H<T<J fa3YWV-Srfaqrr% faqfafrp ^3 TrETST % TTT’lf 9T faff- 

we e^Y % sfjhtt bYt ntff w^friqf qr f^mfer eYbi %r 1% qfrqa am w 

Gl Th d S r Y+ Ph<4 % U 1’, HEE EBE 93 f^T-i fw^Nei fEET BTE I 

8. ftn!Y<*m vt wr«nx — eeiieY et nf % btetb Y fw 

ote>»tt fr 3 BftifBEB qY sim 6 % snflr Y^aYr beer am mmraT am fYfMYrft 

(fjff| S.bY ETEEr ftrfEaw EET |) % B^HE ?l 

9. OifYflrfV VY Srfv7,T — 

( i) vYf fBBfq EEf/far ^3 tnteY vi fEBfa vebt bt?et t ^ 
erY % smY bp?tb eb fwW s*im bYt ^ s*tm % bib 
fEE?E % EWpEE flfBET Y EH fafYSEY eY T1V bYHET Bfa- 

ERE % fBERBB EBBYtE VY $BT cTlfV B? fEEE 8 $ E-JETT fBfYePB 

BRY if EE^ gt E% ; B? $if S*m % ETE H^ BYTE! YY *Br 
5J3 EETT3Y % eYbB EB fBfYqfB fBBB 3 E fEf^3 fBEBT ^ 5EJE1T 
faE3E ETEeT VT EE>T ^ti 1w EEI | eYYe eYbB ^E SeYtB 
T fan BRBBT HTTI MhEET BY % SfpJEE § I 

( 2) faEfEVEf/fEE Hf*mE % fBERcW EBbYeB V> T^IE »f^ EEYV 
ET3/7tE 93 EE1E EH q?EK 4Y E^ET I 

( 3 ) eeYeee (i) % E£ftE qaiqE sftT eYeet ?rfEE3E % fEV3?nr 

VTEYeE *PY fEfEEtal% qf3E3% q^EE % SEE ?T HYe fEE ^ E^JE 

^ qg^ft i 

( 4 ) EqfEEE (i) % esIYe stuee eYe eYeet qYY sifr et eYevte ^,3 

Ecqia't ET fE^Y«aE fEEE 8 eYe qf3E^ amwlEfEE EEE EEE ET 

Erft fEiH EH 5 |^eY % E^ETT fEEmfEE E^ET I 

(5) Efe fEEtETE ^q?ETH «fEV3E E?fEE t fE 7 ^ETE fEEE 8 Eft 
E'YETEt eYe qf3E^ aiTT 3E fEfEE ElfY fEH IIH W^tYeI % WEEq 
Eft | Ef E? fEEfEEETf ET E4EEI3 SStlftE EtEl I 

10. E<Y«E V TnH gfEEt^ fEV, iFEY E % E^EIT E^Y E*T qfY^PE 

E3E % far ETfWE E»fY ffEmH ^ft I 

11. fE3Y«V VT EETE T* E9EI E? EETETE V3^Y % E^ETE, fv 3J3 

?9TE fEEE 3 VI ETfTEr T E EE1 T fEfEfEE fEE EE I E't E1»eY', faf.'SV * VT 93 wfa- 

e ee qfY srm e % srtfYr %eYYe ewte etet eeeet stt fVPn^Efr t- e^ee ^ EfE- 

4> EE E^ E>PTf V# gtT fv qYEE fEE?E E>E | EE EETE EE Elff «f^iT I 
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12. — s^ffaurt % sutsRf $ facr ^2: %ft<sr>r 

fan 3 ? qfw tt fwiTfcn fw 3nTTTr, i 

1 3 . f%ft<w°i qfw — -az ^rnr % ft-.Tterr % %Tter«r iffa * n 
■fadsrar % %r<? ^rib-Or, q-frerir % t% wrt f^.-srpr ipr % sr%R rnp ^ 
*r% % Pw w. , t' c T % r- ir htti qfr ^rnrifr i 

14. wf%r — ( 1 ) sifaqrtir g-Ri %<ir ii % ststm sm°r Rtf r-r n HR ^ 

% 4 TRnr stTtt, §<fr RrfRT % Rf %oi %■ *f%r W14 wn: 

^na?T swfiR % nfsr ?fR n *Rj 4 - Hfcewt £ fsrJhrsff % ^ <% *rr%r 

jr; aw £ 1 

(2) %rt tft n'JrjfcT ?fR irWt 

(3) %ff <%% R %rn 3 TT PtPrrt ttfm 1 

qfcfw V 

nrr-jfr — jjftm 1 z\z % %• fRtr Ptwot $ mi 


0 

'Rt«T<T 5%9i% 

HJfft % WIT 

fnqfwr 

1 

faftern 

mrt 

** * 


2 

cftfit 

% ^?rt si? It 

1 

51% Ph 2 0 134- 

3 


f^TTTTIT qtrr, qiH 

'hi % *TSJTO% 



J 


4 

fwr/tf %jfVrr 



5 

imr/jfter r »ttt 



<5 

Jlf: 5TRT Hit 



7 

«THT ■HR 

"3fTIRT % %Z 2 ^ 

Sr%%Tj 8 ^TRU 



f*TC£ THT ^ 

w: 5iWi% 

8 

%=I 5RRT5 

-JcTRTT ^ 4^ If 

5T%f%i 2 int 



fiRT *HI 7 IT a 47 

% srarrftrf 



0 
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ifa % ffttr fftftcnr % 


^0 IT o TftSRT ’fift'MT’7 

Tfjri ftt ifw 

fafalfa 

1 


Ifftf tTT 


2 




3 

fftft/tfftftter 

otiw % Tf ft ) srfir ftT s <ft=r 

4 

fqw / tfftfttfftr 

ftTTTirq ftt ftt tr ) 

ft ^PTEfftl 1 

5 

m / if ter 2 if 'tttJ 



6 

yr: 5TTP1 Tift] 



7 

vr^rr tr: 

t? nrr % ?r ftt vt ft ) 

RffT ffa 4 m (Rfa 



fftHT IRT iTsp TfT ) 

Tift ft i tfRT 

2 >smr 3fa ft tt) 

^TcRT ft SHTTORt 1 

8 

ftw 

TcTTST % Wl 4 ftft ft 

qfd ffa 2 lift RRiif 


fftn »wt i rfa 

ft srmfftr 



qfrfft.* — V 




*J*r q* 


Tft«!RT aq*tft 

fftftsRT % TTR- 

T>° ft° 

srftrn 

T^ftf qft ftsqi ITT3 mtR *TEffft 

1 

ftRj'iRr 

mft qv 


2 

fftf ftf fftTTft (iftnt 

15 fa 



TlTTff, T’lTTf, irftf 
3?rftf ftRTlft, fftn 
fftft qifa-fft»TTft) 



3 

tr; qfft 

is fan t^*p fftfan 

fafftr fat 



(srcfa ft 5 fa) rrt; 

ftt ftOTT Tf?F 


Slftft ftV 

IRTft TTTTPTfe 
if tt+m ^*T if 
fftrr ^rrft 

=?!% (trsfr 

WSPJT 
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IX Wl 

IrRgIR V 7RX 

^0 Ro 

srfor 

JpJRf sfTf RW1 XT? RTV1T 

4 

%> tfk f<m xfr 1 



tftpfter 

- 15 T4T 

5 

3?f: RTXT RrV J 


6 

71771 f, f-TTSf HtTttI 

50 TV 


*ftx *NP5 ^fr fpfrfh 


7 

TX RJfR R7T ' 

1 17^ u i 3'tit 

8 

4W VI RTT RK 

j 3 TV 

9 

TlTT RTr^flJ 

2 ^V WT^T 



qfTftTd V 



«TT 7*1*7 V faptf 3J* <P *>? 


'KWR STft 

faWR % 77TT 

^5° Ro 

wton 

TRRl *4t oVlT V13 RIVT 


1 BTtrnT 

2 m fowl 

3 STlT 

4 13.75 srfowr wf *rt- - 

#73 it srfer w :; 

5 % iw 

(%r) 


20 




* 1 3 . 75 fFTV TT 'RH 5rf?T tffer RRHlfriT TT4 % Spft^spT % fatj 

jr: fnfV, rtFf *4 5 Fml qx jrrft rt^ri sftt mPoth) rt wfwrr^ ufara 

7f*n*Rr % f4rr jnr>r faxi rtrt ^rf^rr i 
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TfrfsT'sr-'tf’ 


£ 4ft 


t<jw ufrt 


ft-Tcrr vr prr 



l 4ft $ t tt fft ^rf 

*fft Tftft 

2 WTT Ufa 4ftr 

3 JT: UTO T<fr 

4 vfrrr mr 

5 tffrl TTT«T 


6 4n TrftW, 


2 0 4ft THT frfttfT 
1TTT> 

6 4ft fTTSTT 

rpTT 


2 4ft ^ frr4<*T 


TTrcT % ^T T> 4? 
% frier TIT Vi'T TTT 

4ft i 

fftft fTTTT rrspr 
frr<r tit TeTT 

TTT wft srfrtfT 

Tijfr fr dft-dfrr i 

fftft f44TT % 

T?4V TTT *fft 

TfolT % T4T-rr^ | 


TftT % T-'Tif=r Tl4 Tfrr 4ftf % frrrTT?T it STTTT fft Tm ffrlTT/ftT T1 
"PTir TftfrNs V % t^tit q-ftfriT sift Trr f%Tr ti^ti i 

Tftfrrw v 

VMft V HTt 4 VI VTfT 


VTfrRT ®4ft 


frfTTT % ITT 



Tfrl 3?r To 


TIT TfTTTT 


1 Tram 

2 frft sfft fwr 

3 4ftft 
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Tfrunir ^ 

FtearT f me 


%OTT $I%T 

tft imr 

TTR *TI^R 

4 

art, arm, art 

TT^7 rfa SfFr ’TcSf'F 

tr^r Ft45FT FRF 


%R ariF, afFI ’TTHf- 

nrtetef 

(*t#X rrf%*r Ff jfr 


srro; 


% tf *r%% qrrfr 




"FT SteTTSTT ) 

6 

mk srfcT «te after 



6 

ITPfflf nfcr rm 



7 

tm fl'Tiq'ftj 



8 

w WIT 

3 e%r 5rf% 

Fft^t 



wifFtet 



[flTo 60(5) j70~fa°fao] 


Vf ° 3 39 7. — — f^T Tf T ('X’T FtTJ'T tfte FrOT 1 !) ?tFtfF-fJW, 196 3 ( 1963 

-*rr 22) Fierro 7 httrt w Ft Fit FrsrFt'T ttF tr^r tr^atm Frm- 

•FrrjJr Ft 1 ? 1 Fto'itt siffTFcm tX, ^r, ^rerrFf tt, FtFN it , FrTsrt 
AT FT 6 f=rr %\ Fir Fm f $ * I it ^RETT $, W«rfT[ : — 

1. FftFt fw ftmm vPfpprw, frwt, 

^Fet' 14/1 afr — ^aRT ifR, F5TWT -l 

2. FfTR FrfteRT wfwror, 

'w^f' TOFI'’ 11 / 21 , Fir, Jjmf -4 

3. FftFt Flfi'SRr Ffwm, TTsTRT, 

W J3- TrRT/ 123, RITfW-6. 

4 . f?wfcr FrCtem wf*r^rs«r, fi=r?5fr, 

6— sfr/9, FTTF qwe^T-T trfniT, fF - 5 . 

5 . fwFr Fretem s'Frtt’jt, qrF#T, 

, ’TFt^ r . *TfTrRT »mfT Tt*, irT^pm, 

1 1 

-*qi£p?rciT : — ^fa^r-rf it Srajj Sr farFrfer <wqrcf % Frm- 

FtFset ^ff Sr w<rr^ — 

(l) FFTRT, W4?fX^F3TR#'JTJ{rf, RT^T^rjITT faWT *TR 4. if 2 

«flftr Sr is sffajrFram ( 139. 5 urn ft 434 . 0 wr*r rFt after) $1 
*r> ftjtfjt msnfvr aftrrf 40' (101. eo #'<> afro ) £t ; 

( ii) “fr ft FTfr” w<rr^ rterr aterjirr, *rRt fttt ft ? fr errcr ft 337 ft, 

F>TfT<Fl MR 12 *flfa Sr 34 . 56 sffa JT^T^f T* (37231*1% 1072 
TWTSTFr W after) FfTM fw RtSTffTt ft ; 
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(iii) sfn: str?t[ (i) stYt (ii) it vqi R 

SET rY* Rl Mw RHJsfi % f^TTT WEriR % T^T if sr^^rT jfpY 

t sfhr?flit 7J3 RRTT rY*' T-i i:\ rasY TT RRTR % fm ^Z V srft 

RfcRfRR I ; 

(iv) ‘ttrir % frs rtiR Tr eW swcr f#m fatt rtrrirY tt west 

?|R|fRRR fRRipT 104” (264. 2 R° *ft°) ^ SlfRRT ^[TlfcR RTT 

6.o rYr srfa rr rr ( 1 95 . 3 rir srfr rr rVet ) $Y 1 

[r° 6 0 ( 5 ) / 7 0 — ^ Rittfrj 

* %o rr o srrirt, rjjw RfRR i. 


[Office of the Chief Controller of Imports and Exports; 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 15 th October 1970 

S.O. 3658. — M/s. The State Trading Corporation of India Ltd., New Delhi, 
were granted licence No. G/T/2382503 dt. 17 July, 1969 (valid upto) 17th October, 
1970) from USA under “US Aid for import of (i) 3 CYANOPYREDINE (li) 4 
CYANOPYRIDINE for (i) 15 Tonnes (ii) 15. Tonnes valued Ra. 6,00,000. They 
have requested for the issue of duplicate Customs Purposes copy of the licence- 
on the ground that the original Customs Copy of the licence has been lost by them. 
It has been further reported by the licensee that the licence has not been regis- 
tered with any Port and also not utilised. 

In support of their contention, the applicant have filed an affidavit. The under- 
signed Is satisfied that the original Customs Purposes Copy of the licence No. 
G/T/2382503 dt. 17th July, 1969 has been lost and directs that a duplicate Customs 
Copy of the said licence should be issued to them. The original Customs Purposes 
Copy is cancelled. 

The duplicate Customs Copy of the licence is being Issued separately. 

[No. STC/MISC-44/09-7O/RM Cell.} 
G. S. SHARMA, 

Dy. Chief Controller of Imports & Exports. 
fnRRV, RTRTc7-f*urf< JlURUfafR 

rtrst 

r^ fa*fr, 15 rr^rt, 1970 

RRo sqfo 36 5 8. — RRRf fa ?ZZ ff%R RuRYNrR RTF fm,dt TT 

sftgftfop fR-RiR RTRRfr snrf raff RfaRmr % sr?trr rrrr strati R 6, o o, o o o /- 

(£: RPl) Wl % tJFT % ( 1 ) 3 RT?flfrf>.f5R, 1 5 ER, ( 2) 4 RIfTYfRfYfaR, 1 & ER 
R ST PITT % fRR 1 7-10-1970 RE Rf^R RW 23 8 2 5 0 3 , fcRFh 17-9-69 

Trrfr frqr RRT RT 1 RqfiR Rf^RR RT Rl'Rf-TpT RfR RT RRfafR Riff 4PR % fRR TR R7RTT 
RR RT^RR fRRT % ftt RTfRR Ru tJR RYRT-RRR JT% RR R tjt R>£ % I RT^RRSTlff ^ R? sfT 
^RRpfrt RTT^R tt RNlRmr f^rfr rrr R r/ 7 ferr rrt ^ rV rrrt rrrYr sft Rjflr 
fRRTRRT^ I 

SOPT RY 'jfe RT^RR Y RR RRR-RR RRT fRRl | I STRt^RT«^t Rg®3 t fo 
RT^fR R° 'jft/^V/2382503, fRRTR 1 7- 7- 1 9 6 9 *frRT-if[ER RT> Rf | sftT 
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fatsr ^ rr | fr Tr ^wi hit to - tV trfr qfr 5,1 fr Ti ^irr i ^ 

srfa tt '<? IVtt hitt % i 

HiT?(T *u TlflY-VTeT 5TPT Th STfffHW U'T*! % TRl' Tt H7 igi | I 


[% O ITT It % I'/faTT- 4 -l/e 9-7 o/*TT< t{JT HH - } 
(gfvo w?) 
T<T--!^T fTT^, WFUd-faTfa I 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY PLANNING AND WORKS, HOUSING 

AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 2nd June, 1970 

S.O. 3659. — Whereas the Central Gc 'eminent have, in pursuance of the pro- 
visions of clause (a) of sub-section (1 t of section 3 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 ot 1956), re-nominate , in consultation with the Government of 
Punjab, Dr. Harmel Singh, FRCS, D> ector of Health Services, Punjab, Chandi- 

f arh, to be a member of the Medical Council of India with effect from the 5th 
ebruary, 1970; 

And whereas in pursuance of the provisions of clause (b) of sub-section (1) 
of section 3 of the said Act, the following persons have been re-elected by the 
University specified against each of them to be members of the said Council with 
effect from the date shown against each, namely: — 


Name of the U diversity date o L ’ election 

Hame of Pe r son which elected him 


1. Dr. A S Pa ntal, Delhi U nversity. 

MD. PhD Die FRSE, 

D1 "ector, V- P- Chest 
Institute, University of 
D*lhi, Delhi. 

2 . Dr. Y. K. Sinha, Bihar University. 

MBBj, PhD., Prin- 
cipal, Darbhanga 

Medical College, 

Lahanasrai. 


3.5-1970. 


30-3-1970. 


Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provisions of sub-section (1) of section 3 of 
the said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that Dr. Harmel Singh, 
Dr. A. S Palntal and Dr. Y. K. Sinha shall continue to be members of the said 
Council. 

[No. F.4-26/ 69-MPT.) 

*7, qf^K PfitirT, ffffffff, w(*ra jurcfiwro Rnrm? 

( ^ r pnr ftOUff) 

^ 2 1970 

3 3 659- — Tff: fV-d+i 1 hi (u P-IdP, 1956, 

(l956^iT 10 2)3% UT7.T 3 3% Tff-TPT ( 1 ) % spri qr^PT 3TT% |Tt, T^rra" 

RTTH" % TTWH % f%?T, sfffTo TTg- 0 , ifctf T3TP3, 

WOl?, ft 1970% 'RTRrfl'T WtRTT qfn^ % RtTW % tFff % 5^: 

f%TT I 
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sftr, TT: T4T Ti' ETTIT 3 44 WH T (i) % (sr) q> TT 

TfTT TVd JT fqcqfafaq ^ETpFT^ff Tf 4 [H 4 4 IRTT fqfq R M *FT | 

faf^iWTT g-p.f jt: faqrfqq fqmr % qm: : — 


mfqq mi qw fqqrfqm q^m qfq mr tht faqTqq fafa 


1. iSTo tTo it^o qqq, trqo fio, <T|-o trqo Tfo, r fqqqfq'u ( vtq 3-5-197 0 

tf'fo ITCfJo qiTotTRo fo fq^9iqi, 

T(° fro qqqm, ferr fq?qfa«nqq, 
fq??fr i 

2. To qrfo qio fqvjn, rrfTo q/o afro qrqo, fq^R fq:<qfrrqr?Tq 30-3-70 

ft o TT o tfr 0 fsrftr'FT, TGUfT H p3 q <4 TdvFq, 

K^frqr qrrar i 


wcf stt %vjfrq irtr tt^th Tqq vfafqqq qfr 8 m 3 qfr qq-srru ( 1 ) % qqapiff 
q,q tott qn£ jq fq^r 4ft £ f% tio qr.qq fqq, Tro tt 0 pq 0 q'fmr qqr tto qrf ° %o 
fq^r T43 qffqq q; qq/q qf .1 

[q° 4—20/6 9— o[q ofr oft 0 ] 


S.O. 3660. — Whereas the Central Government have, in pursuance of the pro- 
visions of clause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) nominated, in consultation with the Government of Mysore, 
Dr. H. G. Sattur, MBBS, MS., Director of Health and Family Planning Services, 
Ananda Rao Circle, Bangalore, to be a member of the Medical Council of India 
with effeet from the 1st May, 1970; 

And whereas, in pursuance of the provisions of clause (b) of sub-section (1) 
of section 3 of the said Act, Dr. A. Venugopal MS, FACS, FICS, FAMS, “Ken- 
sington” No. 464, Poonamallee High Road, Madras-10, has been elected by the 
University of Madras to be a member of the said Council with effect from the 
27th April, 1970; 

Now, therefore, In pursuance of the provisions of sub-section (1) of section 3 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby makes the following further 
amendment in notification of the Government of India in the late Ministry of 
Health No. 5-13/59-MI, dated the 9th January, 1960, namely; — 

In the said notification: 

(1) under the heading “Nominated under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of 
section 3” for the existing entry against serial No, 12, the following 
entry shall be substituted, namely:— 

"Dr. H. G. Sattur, MBBS, MS, Director of Health and Family Planning 
Services, Ananda Rao Circle, Bangalore”; 

(li) under the heading “Elected under clause (b) of sub-section (1) of sec- 
tion 3” for the existing entry against serial No. 3, the following entry 
shall be substituted, namely: — 

“Dr. A. Venugopal, MS, FACS, FICS, FAMS, “Kensington,’ 

No. 464, Poonamallee High Road, Madras-10”. 


[No. F.4-20/69-MPT.] 
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3660 — qvr: %RrVggriRg grcgig fgfRgT qf<R irfgfggg, 1956 

( 1956 RT 102 ) dn HRT 3 ¥V RRUET (l) ¥srR(¥)% R qTRR $n } 

gTRT qr RiRT R erg,-. gR ggr, iTgoTfro^oirgo, rrgo iTgo, gnr<rg rrq- 
q'fTTP: fggtgg ERf ¥ fa^TFR, UR gR*T, gR-rfiX, ¥t 1 0*#, 1 97 0 EE gPcffR 

ffifRgT T^TT % RRR % R'T g %n : n-flgig fgrqr I 

gk, gg: g^g gfgfg.q-g R gm 3 €( 3 *-? rut ( 1 ) % ur (u) % gqggfr r qiHR 
R'El |rr, gro it^ ggtftqrET, iTR' Ergo, qj'ToEfi'oErgo , Erqjogif ^Efl'oErgo, rngoEEoErgo 
EPfo, '‘R-rfggjg R 4 6 4, 'JRRifr Rif RT, gffig-10, ¥T 2 7 stfsT, 1 970 % TTS'T^T 
fasgrig^FW if g'fcT qfuK % g^-g ¥ ft r f^rf^d fRrr | ; 

STd:, SR ¥*f,g ERTR TrgggRr qrfag gfgfggg qf( ^RT 3 Rt 3g-RKl ( l) 
¥ gRv-gf R OUR RR |n; gpg ERRT % EJcT^ RTER R^TRC R ETWT 

5-13/59 Rrogifo fcqw 9 RRld, 1 960 it gk 5TFT RWtHR ¥ T ifr %, -IPTR :-- 

3 ¥T gftujRrr it ; 

(i) "tmi 3 R' BRtJPT ( 1 ) % UR (fii) ¥ PWl ggiEffg” tfi'fa % IhfH ^JT 

qw 1 2 % RPR ¥TRM srfefc ¥ f«TR R fqrgfgfog Srfafe 1W RlORl', 
dPTd: : — 

“tio rTg-o 3ffo ETETT, rrgoifioiifirotrgo, Ergoqrgo, EgTRgErg qfysgrcfggtgg 
tRTRT % fRTPf, RdR TTR RdR RTuYe” ; 

(ii) “srm 3 qft wjtu ( 1 ) % (u) % spERfa gRTffdTi tfi<f¥ % *rtftg g;g 

jw 3 % RPR RdRfR srfdfe % FfW R fRifafUrt afq'fe Usft RRft, 
RTRd: : — 

"yro ETo tojcflgrg, irgotTgo, ET<g 0 ETo Eft o Ergo, EjnfiogrfoEfY^go, q;¥0 

TT^irgoggo, “Ygfggig” R ° 464, cp-R'Rft ?[tf TtH, gsTTR-lO.'' 

[go rj'go 4-2 6/6 9-it : fro <ffo €(*] 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 2nd June, 1970 

S.O. 3661. — ^Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the 
late Ministry of Health No, 10-14/ 59-MI, dated the 30th March, 1960 the Central 
Government has directed that the Medical qualification, “Doctor of Medicine”* 
granted by the Baylor University School of Medicine (U.S.A.) shall be recognised 
medical qualification for the purposes of the Indian Medical Council Act, 1966 
(102 of 1956); 

And whereas Dr. R. G. Burrows who possesses the said qualification is for the' 
time being attached to the Makunda Christian Medical Agricultural Joint Seva. 
Mandal, P.O, Bazaricherra, Cachar District, Assam for the purposes of teaching 
and charitable work; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of clause (c) of the proviso to sub-section (1) 
of section 14 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby specifies — 

(i) a further period ending with the 31st December, 1970; or 

(ii) the period during which Dr. R. G, Burrows is attached to the said 

Makunda Christian Medical Agricultural Joint Seva Mandal, P.O. 
Bazaricherra Cachar, District, Assam whichever is shorter, as the 
period to which the medical practice by the aforesaid doctor shall be' 
limited, 

[No. F.19-4/70-MPT,] 
R. MURTHI, Under Secy. 
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wfarr 

fee ft, 1970 

t[Ro 3661: — TT: RRff RCTR T *5fR=*TJI ifeTRT Tf faRfa 30 

rrr^f , 19 gott wfsr^Tr#5Tf-i6-i4-5 9tTiTo Rrfo jm^TffaTOFRfaftfesr fen | 
fa RTCffa fafaRrr q-fw-? vfafwr, 1956 (i 956 ^r 102) % tr-Tfaff % fair 

tffa f fefafat ?47R RPR irfaffaT (To tTffo tTo ) £RT TTtT nqrrof( 0 ”nTOfafa-ffT 

!tr|TT RumT-TiPT fafacRf Jffal ^>ft ; 

?ffe U'T- J!oilRo Jf'fo TGfiTRtfepfa TRTTRT Hf?TT % faRfT.H TTOT faffam 

irfanr (T!irRTTT ttrr far r?t, <fro fao n^-farr , apr^r fan, *rm % 

rt«t smito mr srprr4 Rff % TffafT % fair *ptwt »wr | 1 

WT: w 3fT VfafaTR ft ETPT 14 TT TTTTTT ( 1 ) % TTTJT % (t) 

Tf TO Tfa grr faffa TTTR iPT^fRT 

(1) 3 1 fe*RTT, 197 0 Tt TTTRT ffe Tfat fR i^T Rt; ?)*T¥r 

(2) T« TRo fa'o Jiffa TOT Rf^f fafrTRR RffTO fafiTOTOT 
stfsj T^rr rsr, fro qfa amfr %n, rto fan, wrr Jr nT# 
Ttfa Tf ?,'qfa TT 

5ft ft TT ft, To TTfa fafafeR TVrfr t, fafat fa gffar TlW^ffr tftTO 

ffarr rfifafr 5 rot i 


[r oitto 1 9-4//0 trq-ofrofr] 

WRo Rfa, 
^TTTTfaT I 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS 
(P. & T. Board) 

New Delhi, the 26 th October 1970 

S.O. 3662. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sections 42 and 74 of the 
Indian Post Office Act, 1898 (6 of 1898), the Central Government hereby makes 
the following rules further to amend the Indian Post Office Rules, 1933, namely: 

1. These rules may be called the Indian Post Office (Tenth Amendment) Rules, 
1970. 

2. In the Indian Post Office Rules, 1933, In sub-rule (1) of rule 215, In clause 
fa), for the words, letters and figures “1st April, 1970’’, the words, letters and 
figures “15th July, 1970” shall be substituted. 


[No. 20/4/70-CF,] 


K, GOPALAKRISHNAN, 
Dy. Director General (Malls). 
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'IT »M ) 

it r^Tf, 2(3 F^iR 197 0 

wro 366 2- — Fprfhr FfRfRTR, is 93 ( isos 'pt e) ^anr 42 

Ffa 74 SFT 5 Rc| Urfom 471 nq>r |t» %^Vq- iTTROIRffa SRfiR fRTR 193 3 

ifqkFm a 5i raff % fro n^Rr fr^fsrNfT (rtr sriTilrt, — 

1. tlftm frrUt tteer, (50m qjitgir) faqR, 1970 ^ Fr cf^ i 

2 . ^FxftF TPFR ft-jpq- 1933 % faqR 2 1 5 % tTlfriRT ( 1 ) R 3 TR (n) 

"HW FRR 1970’'?l*{fF 1 kF ! fit%RJFT'R " 1 5 1970” W®7 

fYe F>: sif^RufTrr fV-n i 

[r?o 20/4/ 70 — Eft <1910] 

T9 Rflf-T^JR (?w) 47 J 91 rTTTfrcnjT, 


(P. & T, Board) 

New Delhi, the 28th October 1970 

5.0, 3663. — In pursuance of para (a) of Section III of Rule 434 of Indian 
Telegraph Rules, 1951, as introduced by S.O, No. 627 dated 8 th March, I960, the 
Director-General, Posts and Telegraphs, hereby specifies the 1 st December, 1970 
as the date on which the Measured Bate System will be introduced in Gangtok 
Telephone Exchange, Sikkim. 

[No. 5-67/70-PHJ3.] 

(TW-nTERti) 

Tf fecRi, 2 8 FT^JR 1970 

<FTo W>o 3663' — T>T TW 627, faTR 8 Wf$, 1960 JRf FFj; foF *TC[ 
195 1 % FRTfa TR f^rff % fatPT 43 A % W JII ^ TJ (t) V FTFR XTT- 
TR F^rfaiftR d EflER (fry it 1-12-7 0 R TRlflF TT STORcfi' TF]; TTR spr 

fRUFF flRT | I 

[ffo 5— 67/7 o— 1 Til tjF°3fi'o] 

5.0. 3664 — In pursuance of para (a) of Section III of Rule 434 of Indian 
'Telegraph Rules, 1951, as introduced by S.O. No. 627 dated 8 th March, 1960, the 
Director-General, Posts and Telegraphs, hereby specifies the 1st December, 1970 
as the date on which the Measured Rate System will ibe introduced in Muvat- 
itupuzha Telephone Exchange, Kerela Circle. 

[No. 5-66/70PHB.] 
D. R. BAHL, 

Asstt. Director General (PHB). 

«F< 0 Ft° 3664: — jfwr 627, fefiR 8 Rf#, 1960 SRr HT>£ f*P^T RCT 
1 95 1 % FRTtT fTR ffiFFl ^ ffiFF l 3 4 % HI % TEI (*F) % FTFR eTR-cTR 

^ JT^RTRTT rf cTTo 1-1 2-1970 R STtflpTcf TE TWPff BRI 

4R?t 4R f-RFF f4RT | I 

5-66/70 <TF sffo] 
tfV° Fl 1 0 "T^ef, 

FtfFPE (ffo rr-efo sffo ) 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND CHEMICALS AND MINES AND METALS 

(Department of Mines and Metals) 

New Delhi, the 31st October 1970 

S.O. 3665, — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (2) and (4) 
of section 17 of the Mines and Minerals (Regulation and Development) Act, 1967 
(67 of 1957), the Central Government hereby cancels the notification of the 
Government of India in the late Ministry of Steel and Mines (Department of 
Mines and Metals) No. ll(9)/64-MII dated the 18th May, 1966. 

[No. ll(9)/64-MII(MVI).r 
A. SETHUMADHAVAN Under Secy. 

RjffaOT TRfiTh' iftX 

^ f*RTn) 

feccff, 3 1 1 9 7 0. 

qSfo iffto 3665: — SlfTST (fafaTUT iftx fq'^Rl) 1957 

( 1 957 "FT 67) 'ffiRW 17 S'-TsriTTtf ( 2 ) Slk ( l) 3Ul SOtU SlfaPTf dR SPUR 
Tcfr ^TT TRflTT RTTfTR, RTtff RTTK % tfk tSTTR (’3TR dWT Mid; 

fwnr) r-trrt 11 ( 9 ) 64 or; iRdUf.Tar is nt, 1965 

<ram vrr f 1 

1 1 ( 9 ) / 6 4 IDT 11(^0 6)J 

TTfer^r 1 

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND YOUTH SERVICES 

Archaeology 

New Delhi, the 31st October 1970 

S.O. 3666. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that the archaeo- 
logical site and remains specified in the Schedule attached hereto is of national 
importance. 

Now, therefore, In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of sec- 
tion 4 of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Sites and Remains Act 1068' 
(24 of 1958), the Central Government hereby gives notice of its intention to declare* 
the said archaeological site and remains to be of national importance. 

Any objection made within two months after the issue of this notification by 
any person interested in the said archaeological site and remains will, be con- 
sidered by the Central Government. 
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flTTtfT fWT IJT* ITT! *f)TmT 

(<jTr i«) 

fkfr, 3 1 T'T^, 19 7 0 

ITT 0 Wt® 3668. — TT: k?T7 TTTTC # TFT t fa ft 

fafftfae TrrrffrT t>c ^tttt 1 1 

STTI, 5TT, Tr TTT «TfTTT TTT ’JZfTcfFT F7T sftr STTTT STiSTfariT, 1958 
( 1958 TTT 24) TTf Tm 4 # TTETTO (l) JRT 5PTIT Vrfafar W STTfa 47# 
HP^R'TT^fr.f TTT ^TTTcTPT F7T STk *7#? # JETT TTT flftfacT 

tt# % sr# # ^rrr ItV 1 1 

V* srfgnjr^r t ufnr fri t wr \ jttt £ tTtt -m t fr sflr srritT 

if ffT7J fafT> WTfaT TKr faft TF faftt TE#7 IT kfffa fWEiFT fkTTT fefT TTHTOT I 
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MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPLOYMENT AND REHABILITATION 
(Department o! Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 21st October 1970 

S.O. 3667.-— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as The 
Colaba Central Co-operative Consumers’ Wholesale and Retail Stores Limited, 
Hotel Majest c, Bombay-1, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees* 
Provident Funds Act, 1962 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said 
establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 1 
of the said Act, the Centrul Government hereby applies the provisions of the said 
Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
January, 1969, 

[No. 8|154|60-PF.IL] 

NT, TfoTTT NR <J=TrflT ***!*, R 
(NR fbpTR f*WFT) 

df fert, 21 1970 

TT° WT° 3667. — dd: lift'd TRTR TT W Tfld gtdT | fa iTF# 

Tfam TTdfatfer ft's ffa f fafa fafwifa , jfaF farlfaT, 

rfcdf-l TIFT WFT •RTi'Fr d Wm fddfaT dVlTifalffaT STgdfal IT 

*rg*FT gt | fa dfad fafa Nfafand, 1952 (1952 tt 19) % 

FTTH FTT Rrm Tt NT^fa^f fgfa dTfgd ; 

th ■, nt, ftti Nfafam ^ upr 1 tfr ft ktft (4) jm jtttt wfafar 

ST TfiTg TTd gg tfafa TTFTIT FT! % FTTH FTT rriTd Tt rrrf^TiTf 

vfTTr TTff I I 

Tg HfH^TTr 196 9 Tf FTHTT € TTT fed TT JRgd g.f Km\ Frfafr | 

[do 8/ 1 54/ 69— TV' nrfio-2.] 


8.0. 3668, — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as Messrs. 
Daw and Brothers, 14, Raja Woodmlnt Street, Caicutta-i have agreed that the pro- 
visions of the mployees 1 Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should he made 
applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 
1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of the 
said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have conr.c into force on the thirty-first 
day of August, 1969. 


[No. 8/126/70/PF.XI.] 

«fl(o 3668. — Tf: %'fffa TTTR Tt Tg Tdfa g>dT t, fa fafa 

YT fTY TTT, 1 4 , TRTT ,WTTT- 1 TTW Pim T FTT^ fadfap Tffa 

TR TTfaff HgTWT ^ 7T4 T TgTH g> hf f, fa TP Tift dfafi fafa Hfa- 
faTT, 1952 (1952 TT 19) % FTTH HTd RTTTd TT TPT fa^f Nlfg??; 
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«nr. wj, ttt sfafTEPT tv arirr 1 vr wthtrt ( 4 ) ara vt-stt 

TT TTfT TF% fPTF gjfi % WU 3W FTPR Tt qVT^Ti^T 

GRTTcVV | I 

TJ fifcfgjFT 1969 % 5PRT % FTWRfT few JT TTff gf WWV WRi I 

[#0 8 /l 2 6/7 0 -TroiTtfio 2 .] 

S.O. 3669,— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority ol the employees in relation to the establishment known as The 
All India Cottonseed Crushers' Association, Khetan Bhavan, 6 th Floor, 158, J. Tata 
Road, Bombay-20 have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 
1 of the said Act, the Cential Government hereby applies the provisions of the said 
Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
January, 1970. 

[No. 8/137/70-PF.IR1).] 

Wo WT° 3669. — m: fcfw *rg SEfftf gVcTT | f% tVTR fc WTW 

SfWT TTT?Rf\T T Jfi nrjftfrrrirR, %FfFT us) wfsrW, 198 Wo 3RT >¥, 

R JT?- 20 'TRW FRPT fi fiRW fwtWT TJTJlfjjf TV JgTfW JIT <1T 
WJd £ fw WfiTlTT jfjwT faftf t|f#TW, 1952 ( 1952 JT 19) % 3W 

TIT JTTTT TV WPT f%T TR TTffR ; 

•flff: , 5TJ, TTT Tlftrfw'R’ TV TUT 1 WT 3WJ ( 4) SF 1 SWW SlIYcRT 

WT ST-ffTT TWf ftr WR7F TRT StfsrftRHI % 3WW TTcf FflTJ Jt rrfPjjm WIT 

Tuft t I 

TJ 1970 tV WTfift % IRK ft J tt 5F[W gf RTWV WEpfV I 

[to S/137/70-TVo IJWo -2(i)] 

S.O. 3679. — In exercise of the powers conferred by first proviso to section 6 of 
the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), the Central Government, 
after making necessary enquiry into the matter, hereby specifies with effect from 
the 1st January, 1970 the establishment known as the All India Cottonseed Crushers' 
Association, Khetan Bhavan, 6 th Floor, 198, J. Tata Road, Bombay-20 for the 
purposes of said proviso. 

[No. 8/137/70-PF.IKli).] 

TP WF 3670. — T4TFT wfaej ffifa TWRR 1952 (l952 Tl 19) 
TV ITPT 6 J TJT TFJW TITT TFT Wlrfilf TT TTET T7cT %?jVfi *F.TF 3R 

if WfJ tt; ^rT 3>* TTJP[ tttTSFJ fa WfW ffTTl WfiWVJ TWlf 

OTtfOWT , %TiT WT, ®5V KfwW, 198 3TCT TVj, KKff-20 TRT RTR 
TV IRK KWFJ, 1 97 0 N KTd KRJT W UKtWfit T fjR fjffitw TWff ? I 

[K° 8 / 1 3 7/7 0— TVo trw° 2 (ii)-J 

S.O. 3671.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees In relation to the establishment known as Messrs 
Elac Foundry and Engineering Industries (Private) Limited. C-31, Industrial Estate, 
Guindy, Madras-32 have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Ait, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said establishment; 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of sec- 
tion 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of 
the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
July, 1969 

[No. 8/174/69-PF.II.] 

Iff ° 5TT° 3 671. — fa: faafa PWR fa fa tpflcT fan £ far tRW tr-faF 
farfar irsy ^rfatrffar fafafa (snfafa farfa^nt-3i y stfan fafa 
tTTRT-3 2, TELL faTfa A faTO ffatfaE SfV faTfaffaf fa fafafa tfa fa 
fatET ff iff t f% 4>4filO fafaT fafa SffafaiET, 1952 ( 1952 fa 19) % fa- 
W OT-f -Ufa fa TET ffaf TET faffa ; 

fa:, m, Tfd fa an, 1 fa 3 wtr (4) jpr siw wffafa fa 

tnffa <Efa ^ fafar ^rf sfafappi % Tfatr tet wm fa 

<1EI *t> <cfl ^ I 

e> 


fafaiTftfaT 1969 fa % tfsqn fafi fa TffT fa fafa faTnft | 

[ffo 8/174/69-^0 ^0-2] 

S.O. 3672. — Whereas it appeal's to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Mail Order Sales Private Limited, 10th Floor, 15, Mathew Road, Bombay-4 have 
agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), 
should be made applicable to the said establishment: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the poweis conferred by sub-section (4) of section 
1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of the 
said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the 30th day of 
September, 1969. 

[No 8/ 164/69-PF.II(i).] 

fa° 5IT° 3 672 — fa: faiffa fafaT fa fa tffad faff I fat faTE fa fa-fa 

fafaS faffafa fafa Rfar?r, 15, fafa fa?, faff- 4 qrfa fai-q-q- q- qrfat ffatfa 
far faHifafa fa" fa fan 55^ qr fap^r fa fa % fafafafafa affair faftr fafam 
1 952, ( 1 952 fa 19) % \Jfafa fad P7FET fa TT^ ffafapt faffa ; 

faf fa 3fa fatjffifa fa ETRl 1 fa TPtJPT ( 4) !TfaT fafafa fa WET 
frfa ^ir qrfapT T9far tjfa fafaffaPr % Tfafa Tfa PlTfa fa PfagTfa fi(4 faff | 

fa Tfafafa 1969 % ffaP % fafa ffa fa faff faflt faOfit I 

|%° 8/ 1 64/69— fao faio 2 (i) j 

S.O. 3673. — In exercise of the powers conierred by first proviso to section 6 oi 
tile Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952 fl9 of Jt)D2), the Central Government, 
after making necessary enquiry into the matter, hereby specifies with effect from 
the 30th September, 1989 the establishment known us Mail Order Sa’es Pilvate 
Limited, 10th Floor, 15, Mathew Road, Bombay-4 for the purposes of the said 
proviso. 

[No. 8/164/ 69-PF.II(il).] 

Iffifo wro 3 673. — faffafa Tffaq- faffa 3TfaffaET 1952 ( 1 952 fa 1 9) fa 
Tffa 6 % faff Tfa/L sm fan vrern,' fa fafafafa fair ftm A 

fafaTL faT fa fat % 'ffafa fafaSE'T faT fafa faT faSfa fnfhifa pffaT, 
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15, Ttfj *J F T§-4 ^TfFTTr Tt 3 0 ftfofH'C, 1969 UfT TTdJfT SOTtSFft % 
f^TOT fafafcsf I I 


[do r/ 1 64/69 'fro tttro 2 (ll)] 

S.O. 3674. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and all the employees in relation to the establishment known as Messers Orkay 
Textiles Corporation; 24, Bamanji Master Road, Central Building No. 2, New Silk 
Bazar, Bombay-2 including its branch at Kurla Andherl Road, Saki Naka, Bombay- 
72 have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds Act 1932 
(19 of 1932), should be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 
1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of the 
said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the thirty first day 
of May, 1969. 

[No. 8/127/70/PF.II(i).} 

«6T°Wfo 3674. — 4T ^FlfrT^FP'F 93 To TdrT if PH % ffr ip-fd 9P.% JTrprZFi 
'PFTfrPFT, 2 4, FF£v ft?, faffed (TWT 2, ^ fdFP dFTF, did 

FTPTd, fddft % 7T7 E df ddfr ftd, dTPY dEPI, T^lf- 7 2 d?f ”P?r dfrdfdd ft, fr d^W 

frnffrn; sfrr ddV Tddrfrr zt htt n eftt *fr dfr $ f% dnidifr df'd'd fdfrr dffrfddd 

1952 (1 952 TT 19) % TPFd ddd FTTH *fft dPj/dft dlfr , 

VT:, m, 7EPT dffffddd Zfr UF1 1 €i 3W1 ( 4) 3P.T TfifT dfaddT TT Jpfrd 
5fFd gi; 4? frd dC PIT ZTT dRirddd % Zdddl WT FTTCd Vt fr^TTf ddrfr | I 

dsrwfsppdT 1 9 5 9 To irf d; Zddftdd ftp <frr t f pi ft ddfr dprrfr i 

[(to 8/127/70-^0 TTOfJo 2 (l).] 


S.O. 3675, — In exercise of the powers conferred by first proviso to section 6 
of the Employees' Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), the Central Govern- 
ment, after making necessary enquiry into the matter, hereby specifies with effect 
from the 31st May, 19G9, the establishment known as Messrs Orkay Textiles Corpo- 
ration, 24, Bamanji Master Road, Central Building No. 2, New Silk Bazar. Bom- 
bay-2 Including its branch at Kurla Andheri Road, Saka Naka, Bombay-72 for 
the purposes of the said proviso. 

[No. 8/127/70-PF. II (il).l 

■ r .Tfl WTO 3675 — Tdfdrft dfrFZ fqfE* dMddd, 1952 (l952 W 19) 
aft SIFT 6 % 99d 3 FT 9TF dfrfpfr dd HTfrl TTFF Zd fTZT Sf 

tTldWP did 4F frft % dSdl^ n=Rjpr frd$ TTf3t SprirZ’d ZdClftiTT, 24 TTdTdt 
dFFT in, fsrfeld M 2, dtel 4FTF, JJFJrf-2, dTdT T4FTT Tt frlTT Zdft 
f d? ddft ft?, dbft dFPT, d^df- 72 *ft 7TF3T dfrdfdd 31 df, 1 969 fr ddd 97754 ; 

ffrt[ hM'i *-''- ' r +' v ft ^ 1 

[d5dl 8/ 127/ 70- ft '^Tl - 2 ( 11 )] 


New Delhi , the 24th October 1970 

S.O. 3676. — Whereas the Hindustan Shipyard Limited, Vishakhapatnam, (here- 
inafter referred to as the said establishment), was exempted under the provisions 
of sub-section (1) of section 17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 
of 1952), with effect from the 1st November, 1952, from the operation of all the 
provisions of the Employees Provident Funds Scheme, 1952, by virtue of the 
Order of the Government of India in the late Ministry of Labour No. P.F, 509/ 
Misc./L, dated the 5th May, 1953; 
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And whereas in pursuance of the said order the said establishment has been 
pay.ng monthly inspection charges with effect from the date of exemption at such 
rates as prescribed by the Central Government from time to time and has also 
abided by and fulfilled all the terms and conditions of the said Order of exemp- 
tion; 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of sub- 
section (1) of section 17 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies 
that tne said establishment has been exempted from the operation of all the 
provisions of the said scheme, subject to the conditions specified in the Schedule 
annexed hereto. 


The Schedule 

1 . The employer shall submit such returns to the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner as the Central Government may, from time to time, 
prescribe. 

2. The employer shall furnish fa each employee an annual statement of 

account or Pass Book. 

3. All expenses involved in the administration of the fund including the 

maintenance of accounts, submission of accounts and returns, trans- 
fer of accumulations, payment of inspection charges etc., shall be 
.borne by the employer. 

4. The employer shall display on the notice board of the establishment a 

copy of the rules of the fund as approved by the appropriate Gov- 
ernment and, as and when amended, alongwith a translation of the 
salient points thereof in the language of the majority of the em- 
ployees. 

5. Where an employee who is already member of the Employees’ Provident 

Fund (Statutory Fund) or the Provident Fund of another exempted 
establi'hment is employed in his establishment the employer shall 
immediately enroll him as a member of the Fund of the establish- 
ment, and accept the past accumulations in respect of such employee 
and credit to his account. 

6. The employer shall enhance the rate of Provident Fund contribution ap- 

propriately if the rate of provident fund contributions for the class 
"f establishment in which his estabLsbment falls is enhanced under 
the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952, so that the benefits under 
the Provident Fund Scheme of the establishment shall not become 
less favourable than the benefit provided under the Employees’ Pro- 
vident Funds Act, 1952. 

7. The establishment shall submit an audited balance sheet of its provi- 

dent fund every year to the Regional Commissioner within 3 months 
of the close of the year. 

8 . Notwithstanding anything contained in the provident fund rules of the 

establishment the amount payable to any member, upon his ceasing 
to be an employee of the establishment or transferable on his trans- 
fer to any other establishment by way of employer’s and employees’ 
contributions plus Interest thereon taken together with the amount, 
if any, payable under the Gratuity /Pension Rules, be less than the 
amount that would be payable as employer’s and employees’ contri- 
but'ons plus interest thereon, if he were a member of the Provident 
Fund under the Employees' Provident Funds Scheme, 1952, the em- 
ployer shall pav the difference to the member as compensatlon/spe- 
elal contribution. 

9. No amendment of the rules of the provident fund r hall be made with- 

out the previous approval of the Central Provident Fund Commis- 
sioner. Where any amendment is likely to affect adversely the in- 
terests of the employees, the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
shall, before giving his approval, give a reasonable opportunity to 
the employees to explain their point of view. 

10. The employer shall pay to the Regional /State Commissioner inspection 
charges payable, faffing which damages shall be paid at a rate fixed 
by the Central Government from time to time. 

Memorandum 

Messrs Hindustan Shipyard Limited. Vishakhaoatnam, was covered under the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952, under the scheduled head “Electrical, 
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mechanical or general engineering products” with effect from the 1st November, 
1952, 


2. The establishment applied for exemption under section 17 of the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Act and the Government of India in the then Ministry of Labour 
issued an order wide lettev No. P-F- 509/Misc,/L, dated the 5th May, 1953, that 
since the Company was agreeable to amend the Provident Fund Rules and abide 
by the conditions of exemption, the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner was 
being directed to treat the Company as an exempted one. The exemption would 
he operative from the 1st November, 1952, It further stated that the manage- 
ment was required to pay monthly Inspection Charges (a) 3|4 per cent on total 
monthly contributions by the employer and employees of the factory with effect 
from the date of exemption. Formal notification was to be issued on receipt of 
the amended Rules of the Company. 

3. The relevant amendments were carried out by the management in their 
Provident Fund Rules and the Government of India on examining the Provident 
Fund Rules of the Company in consultation with the Central Provident Fund 
Commissioner and the Ministry of Law, have come to the conclusion that the 
above establishment fulfilled the conditions for grant of exemption as laid down 
ii the then Ministry of Labour letter of 5th May, 1953, referred to above. Though 

the establishment has already been treated as an exempted establishment, it has 
however, been noticed that a formal notification for exemption has not been 
issued in this case. 

4. Now while issuing a formal notification the Government of India hereby 
makes it clear that the interests of no person would be adversely affected bj 
reason of this formal notification taking effect from 5th May, 1953. 

[No. 13/18/67-PF, II.; 
DALJIT SINGH, Under Secy 
df tdR-ft, 24 IT, 1970 

vro 3676 — m: fum-MiR farfars, fawnaia^'JiR (fair ^rif 

dRdTR PTTR FIR FfiT &) Ft RfaiR ftfa TFtR, 1952 % 

Rift RWSt % addd % «FRRlfr RfRSR fafa RfafdFR, 1952 (1952 'FT 19) 
’FT 19 PT 1 7 RRRPT ( l) % RWdf % Rdtd RPR HFFTF % Rd^ WR RdTRF 

509lfsm°lwzio, Rpta 5 wi, 1953 % wrk ft fit 

1952 it 3E 3Y fif «fV ; 

(V 

Rfa rn: TFT RTlR F TPPFR R RFrT R9TFF W- Ft dTtRT R RRT RRF IF 
%RPrI RFFP 4TU faffd d*it fit dft FF RT%F fip>dR aRTF R=RR FFdT | Rfa 
RRR TO?: % TFT RTFR F RrI fddRJdt R*tF Rdf FT TPFF fad! £ RtF FM cjFT fadT 

t ; 


RIP, RR Rdd srfafRRR, Ft TJTFT 17 Ft 'PI HU ( 1 ) F (l ) ITRilFT 
Rfdddf FT RRRT FF% RFFTF bdd3PT ^fad FFdt % fa RFd *4iTF Ft TFT 

FFfa % RRt RdRRlt % add'd it, ?RR Rd^fat it Rdf F F-WT \ 

dt Rf % i 


1 . fdRtRF, ai^fRF RfaR fqfy Rrj'Td Ft i^dt fdFtfuRl, R1 «'<T RRFTT 
3IFT RRR RRR RF fdf?d Ft RT r <, R^dd FifiT I 

2. fhRlRF, sfah FdRTFt Ft RR Ff FT! IF falPR FT RTtf-fF III I 
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3 . MET % TTSTTHR if Riff ? RR, ?PRTTtY RT RRnY 7TJRT, 

srk MpfnM rt swjttYrtir, *?MY rt ^mrur, faffem tirtt rt b^ttr 

Wife H 0-H P-M f, MftRR STTT RgR fan* RTrfi I 

4 . MtMf, TPffM tgrr spt rrt sMYfkr, ^ir i\ stYt rr ft? rrMr, Mar 

% Rf ITT R% 5 tYt TRRf ERR EM Rf R*NrfTEf % EfEE Rf Em 

if TFJETE % EFT TETRE % TJEET Rf RT REftfc? RkE I 

5 . ret Rff eEefY, retY ?ff R^Ekf eMe Mr (rt^ 4Y Mu) rt rt 

ftM ?FE WZ ERT TRTRR Rf eMe Me Rf ETTE %, EE^ F?m if 
pRtftrcT ft?ET RfiT T?r Mffan? EE TRTTR RT fdfEr % HERE % RR if 
TJTET WWJ^faTtT + Ol f eY<. 17% REETtY % fttS?Y EEEf R*Y Eld^tfld R^RT 

Ek EE% SffiY if EET rM I 

0. Eft EE Rtf % T ETERI % pTE, frEE EERT -FETTE ETET |. eMe fifa 
% EfHETE RY ET if RE'eTTY eMe kfe EfsfEEE, 19 52, % WHYe TT 
«ff RTRf % Ef fEETER eMr ftfe EftlETE Rf ET if EEfEE ^R ^f Efa 

rtet RTfr pim rY eMe Mv trYe r MYe err re'erCY eMe frrfsr 

EfafEEE, 1 952 % EtffE EReMcT RlETT if RE R 7# I 

7. TETRE RpR e 4 ERff eMe Mg- Tr RE HEflftTE fJEERE’ Rif qf| gtrrM 
% 3 ESTE % eYeT EftfER ETEET rY RT^E RTET I 

8 . WERE % Eft?E M'J f'fTRT if ftM RTR R Eft 2R '4f Eft fWl Tmq- zpf, 
EE% YETEE TT R>4 r [ <f R RsfR TT ^ RT RR% f%Rf a rtf RfTTR if ^ nd ^ of 
RT RTRTuffR RRRR/?STR fRRRT % TRJtR ?R RTR, RfR Tff f>, R%R 
RTRRRf Rk kRIRT % RfRRTRt RRT RR RT ^RIR # TTR RTT TTR ^ TR fff, 
RT RR% RRRrfr RfRBR fRfR R#R, 1 95 2 % RRfR R fow fRfsr RR RRTR 
?TR IT RR SiRT Rt PTROTT RTTR RT TERR RT R^TrR R fd R ■'./fRRR TjfRRTR 
% *fR if T^RT I 

9 . RfW fRf£T fRRRt if Tff iff RUfftTR RRSYr RNER fRpR TTfRRcT % R7f- 
RfRR ^ fRRT RRf fw RTRRT I RRT fTRf RRfRR RT RTfRlfTRl % %ff 
RT RfRTR 9RTR RTRT RTR^R Rf, %^fR RtTR fRfR RTfRT fl'jR 

R RfR TRRTfTRT RT TTTRT ^feRER RRarR % fRir qfTRRTT 4TRTTT RRr | 

10. fRRTRT, RR fTTfeTR SfRTTf RT TFTTR RkfWR/TPR RTRRR RT R>Rt, 
f^TR% R RTif RT #R^fR RTRTT JPT HRR RRR RT fRRR RT RT ^RREfY 
RT TPRTR fRRT RETRT I 

5TTRR 

4r 4 fTp^TTR famrs frfRtR. fRurraiTSTR 1 - 11-1952 if r4 rttT nkw 

Mr MsifRRR, 1 952 R-ffR HIRR "Mr RTIrR Rf RIRPR ^'qhRRTf 

tJcRTR" % TRiRR «fTRl RT I 

2, TTIRR R RRRTTf hMr flfa MRfTTR RT EIPT 17 R Rdf-T ST R fR.T stTR- 
5R Mt HR HTTfT fTTRTT R TTRRT RH 4 A-TT Y RTT RWI TFo nR° 5 09,'ffTTR/yTr 
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5 TOf , 1953 3 FT TOT^TO TOFt fVTT fV tpff % TOfTO TOfTOTO fafa frcTF'f if 
TO FT TOf WZ TO wTO TOT TOTTOTTOT TOtTO % frpT TOFTTO gt TOf §, aitftPF TOfTOTO frfW 

STFTTT TO fTOsr fTOr ITT TgT £ fV ^TO TOPtTOTObz 3 FT TORTO *fTO I 1-11-1952 
% aTf cTT gTTO I TO TO 'TOT TOT TO fV 0? TO ?TFT?3 TT TOTFgrd % fTOTTOF TOr Tr4' 
TTfTOr%^T TOfaTO TOVtPT TF 3/4 3 1 ■TVTTT % ^ BTfTOr froHlw 3RF to BTOFT 

TOM Tit 35R3 1ST TT TOto k I TO-iFTfTO qfa^TOT TOTOTO V TT?ftTlT fTOPT TOT TOFT TOT 
TO TOPtV TOW TO l 

3. TTOJTT T TOUT TOtTO ftrfe f UTTO T TOT f TOT BTIfST 4F fTOl TOf TOtTO 

MfTOT- fmu TOf fVfa TOttot to fttot u to TOY % '<TfTOT fTOti fro TO TO tfat 
TF %T to; TIFF TOTTO ^?T fTOTOT TO Tf Tl £ fV TTOFfTT FHTOT TTfWT STT R4TTOT % 
T.TO fTOTOf 5 TO TOTO TO V TOto TOT ST TO TO SET yfr TO7TT | I TOafT TOTTOT TO TiTO 
^ ^ FTm ' ^ ; ^TO TOTT | , TOTfTO >7? TOW ?TTT | fV TB TITOTO B 0T TO f-TJ 

tjTOtoITO TTfEB^TTO TTF> TOT TO TO | I 

4. TOT TO FTP TO TOfy^TOTT TO Ft TOFF gn bff TOTTOT ri.f^pT TO? TTOT 

TO^fV f tV TOf Trf J TO TOFTOgTOTT V 5 TO, 1951 TO TOTOTT ' ?TO TO IVbT TOT TOteT 
-f. tiro TO 9 f TO TO STOTT F?f TO TOT I 

[TOWl 1 3/ 1 8/ 6 7-Tlo (TBo-II] 

TOTOTOTTO fff?, TOTOT TO WTO 1 


(Department of Labour an.’, Employment) 

New Delhi, the 26 th OUober 1970 

15.0, 3677. — In exerc se of the powers conferred by Eub-spction (1) of section 
6 of the Mines Act, 1952 (35 of 1952), arc! In supersession of the notification of 
the Government of India in the late Ministry of Labour and Employment S.O. 
No- 1914, dated the 20th June, 1986, the Central Government hereby appoints Shrl 
N. P. B. Nalr, Deputy Coat Mines Welfare Commissioner to be an Inspector of 
'Tines subordinate to the Chief Inspector for coalfields in India. 

[No. A-12O20/12/7O-M1L] 
C. R. NAIR, Under Secy. 


(toto tf t ft totoit fron i } 

TO TtoTOi , 26 TOTO^TO 197 0 

3fT° WT° 3677. — tTOTTO TOTOTOtt, 1952 (1952TOT 35) Vt TOFT 5 W TOTOTOFT 
(l) 3TOT STTTO wfroiff TOTTOTOtTO T# ^ Tfp TOFT TOTOV %TOTJTO TOT TOV fFTOT 
TOTOTOfT Vt wfTOgTOTT TOTToTTToVo 1914 n I TOT 2 0 TOT, 1966 VT Tlftl’T PT 
jit, VrfrTO TOFFF ttt^TFT TO nF° fin TOo TOFF, VbTTOT TOT TOFTTTO FTTTOTtI Vt 
TOFTO 'A TOtTOT Vfr TOlfTOTO TO3T fVfiiTTO V toTOtoFT TOFTfTOfrTOTO fVFFTOTOFTO % I 

[TOo^- 12 u 26 / 12 / 701 ?TO» II] 

TO r TTF° TOttf, TTtF wfroq I 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the '26th October 1970 

S.O. 3678— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
(14 of 1947). the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of iho 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bombay, in the industrial dispute bet- 
ween the employers in relation to the Bombay Port Trust, Bombay and. their wo.-n.- 
men, which was received by the Central Government on the 20th Octouer, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY 
Reference No. CGIT-8 of 1968 


Parties : 

Employers in relation to the Bombay Port Trust, Bombay. 

And 

Their workmen. 

Presfnt : 

Shri A. T. Zambre, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

For the employers — Shrr |R. K. Shetty, Deputy Legal Adviser. 

For the workmen — Dr. S. Maitra, General Secretary, Bombay Port Trust 
General Workers' Union- 

S’rrTj . Maharashtra- Industry: Major Ports & Docks. 

Bombay , dated the 30th. September 1970 
AWARD 

The Government oi India Ministry of Labour Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) have by their Oroer No. 28^22;/ aS-Lurll, 
dated 19th April 1968 have referred to this Tribunal for adjudication an ind.sunaJ 
dispute existing between the employers in relal.on to the Bombay Port Ttust, 
Bombay and their workmen repiesented by the Bombay Port Tm>t Gm.eia Workers’ 
Union, Bombay in respect of the matters specified In the following schedule: — 

Schedule 

‘Whether the Mailers cf harbour tugs in the Port DeiartmeM and 0 . the 
Masters A grade of the Dredging flotila of the Bombay Port Trust are 
entiUcd to claim ocettitnc at twice the rate of wag-s Iti-’uid.ng al ow- 
ances for work done in excess of 9 hours on any da us or ad hours 
in any week- If not. to what relief are they entitled?' 

2 The employees involved in this reference are the Masters A grade, employed 
by the Bombay Port Trust on the various vessels in the harbour. These employees 
are the members of the Bombay Port Trust General Workers’ Union which has by 
Its statement cf claim contended that a 1 the Masts, s employed by the E-mony Port 
Trust excluding the A grade employees involved in this rsfcrer.ee a.c grvermd 
under the Minimum Wages Act and rules framed there under and were paid over- 
time wages at twice the rate of their total emoluments but only the MasLeis A 
grade were denied the benefits. Overtime working for the marine worsts was 
more or less unavoidable on account of the special circumstances and the rature 
of the work. A tug is employed to tow a ship and while so towing It is neither 
practical le nor possible for the tug to stop towing the ship to change shift and the 
employers cannot avoid retaining such employees on duty beyond the'r work.ng 
hours and the payment of overtime allowances to such category under the circum- 
stances has become a permanent feature. But If in the method of payment a.,d 
in the rate of such payment discrimination is introduced and persons doing the 
same typo of job or undertaking comparatlve'y more risk and higher lespocsi A ity 
are not paid remuneration which is commensurate with their duties heart burning 
amongst the workmen cannot be avoid -d. It was further contended Ibat the a-icmu- 
ly had crept in because the provisions of the Minimum Wages Act were brough 1 
into force for the Port Trust employees in 1954 at which time the cmn.oyrs had 
no bigger vessels and therefore there was n 0 designation of Master A grade on the 
scale of Rs. 435 — 575. It was alleged that the emplovers were giving overtime 
charges to the Engineer-in-charge of the water boat “Nirma 1 a’ at twice the rate 
of his total emoluments and the same po'icy should be adopted in respect of the 
Masters A grade and they should be awarded overtime wages at that rate. 
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3. The employers, the Trustees of the Port of Bombay have by their written 
statement opposed the reference on various grounds. First it has oeen contended 
that having regard to the provisions of section 2 (k) of Ihe Industrial Disputes 
Act the present dispute was not an industrial dispute but it was an individual 
dispute. It was alleged that the workers involved in the reference were the 
masters of the harbour docks- They were supreme commanders of the vessels and 
were supervisors drawing more than Rs. 500/- per mensen apd they were not 
workmen under the Act and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction. 


4. The employers have admitted that th Masters other than the Maste; .> of 
Harbour Tugs were notified under the Minimum Wages Act and consequently the 
rmes framed under the Act were applicable to them but it was contended that 
those masters in the lower gt«de were paid overtime wages at double the rate of 
their contractual wages although they were not entitled to such payments under 
rule 25 of the Minimum Wages Act. It is alleged that the employees covered by 
the Minimum Wages Act and the rules framed thereunder are not entitled to be 
paid overtime under rule 25 of the Minimum Wages (Central) Rules if their total 
contractual emoluments were higher than the wages notified by the Government 
and at best such employees would be entitled to get overtime wages under the 
contract of service which is at the single rate of basic pay in the Bombay Port 
Trust. There were other contentions and even on merits it was prayed that the 
Masters of ihe Harbour T-’gs involved in the reference were not entitled to claim 
overtime wages at double the rate and they were not emitted to any relief 


5. After these statements filed by the parties the reference was fixed for hear- 
ing on various occasions but every time it was required to be adjourned for some 
reason or the other and when it was fixed for hearing on the 25th September 1970 
Dr. S. Maitra the General Secretary of the Bombay Port Trust General Workers 
Union gave purshis that he desired a negotiated settlement of the dispute and 
did not wish to prosecute the said reference and it should be dealt with by ihe 
Tribunal as such and he did not argue any of the issues on the merits. Slni Shetty, 
the Deputy Legal Adviser of the Bombay Port Trust has argued that though the 
union has withdrawn from the proceedings the Tribunal shall have to decide the 
reference on its merits and has mainly contended that the employees involved in 
the reference were not workmen under the Act and the reference was not main- 
tainable. 


6- The employers have in their written statement produced a statement showing 
the wages received by the Masters every month. They are in the scale of pay 
of Rs. 435 — 20 — 575. The management have given a tabL. showing ihe wages of 
these employees for eight hours work and for also twelve borne woi!.. Ji shows 
that the total remuneration even for eight hours work is n„ r o ttiar. 7 .30 and it 
cannot be disputed that they are in receipt of more than P-. 500 per month. 
They are in overall charge of the vesse.s and even from the dc.tXs mentioned in 
the statement of claim filed by the union it is clear that they are in command of 
the tug. Shri Shetty has argued that the union has in its statement of claim ad- 
mitted that the Masters are working in a supervisory capacity and there is no 
question cf their being workmen under the Act. The employers have specifically 
contended that the employees were not workmen as they wore in receipt of Rs. 500 
per month and were working in a supervisory capacity. The union has 'not filed 
any rejoinder and these ai'egations were not also specifically denied Dr. Maitra 
has by the purshis withdrawn from the proceedings and has not led any evidence 
and it shall have to be held that it has not been proved that ihe eployees v,ho are 
the tug masters are workmen under the Act. 

7- In view of my above fmding.it shall have to be he’d that the reference is 
not maintainable and this Tribunal wi’i have no jurisdiction and the employees 
are not entitled to any relief. Hence my award accordingly 


No order as to costs. 


A. T. Zambrv, 

Central Government Industrial Trl’.^n-i 1 

Bombay. 

: ' /f-. fis-uTiii/p&D j 
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New Delhi, the 3(Hh October IjIO 

sO Shis — In tu 1 nnc< ^ laid mi li of die InnusL il Disputes Ac+, lu47, 
<l«t 01 . 4<j, tne Cential iiunen he fjy 1 jUisims c. _ mllow ng of the 

Central Government Indus! 11 T iounc.1 Bombay, in tne industrial dispute between 
the emidmers 11 re uti.v to u> 1 1 a T ort ” 1 st, Bombay and tneu workmen, 

vhito was u a c 1 ihv. o uiu C <.0 ,, e * o 1 tne 1 tn October, li>,u 

BEbOJ' VHE CT , D GOVEPNvrEMi fN,',MRlAI TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY 

t i iCi No 1 frIT-^9 o 1 * 196o. 

P t f rii o 

Empic jt'b m roL 10.1 to t e “ora 1 o> n , Ed nbay, ,r 1 tier wo .men 
repiesen eu b\ tn Bom!. aj P> t T "t Geneud Wo ktis’ Union 

P-tl 

S. n V 1 l, mb piesiduig Office. 

A V \NCLb 

ui ,u < 7 n j r Si 1 P i. SKti Deputy Lefa Ydviser 

! 1 wo, \ 1 1 Di 2 Tvlaitia, General Secietarj, BPT General Worker* 

Umo" 

2 Shri S K. She+yr General Seci of in BPT em loyeet, 

Union 

Siai lahd’SUna Industry Major Forts & Dorks 

Kovibatj, dat n 4 30i*i Seoienber , ID 70 

AWARD 

The Gcccm r r o >r • , AT,m try ot Lsnon Fm-doy nem & 'oha 1 1 Ration. 
Dei a t .lent o> ubou- Emrlo* ment ov ihe.t C *2 2) Oo-LRIIX dated 

14th August Pat! hive ,e cm ’ to ims In. un m mu ar mUict lal 

dispute e '‘-ting 1 •'tween .be ■“mnlove n rearms ' ( 1 c _ Fo"t [bust & 

their work ne 1 lemr-cRed bv t'e B me ay P rust ucn^ ji "W^-ker ’ Union 

in res eci m >. e r iu k* T ' < e! in e f oi ow g '■cbec’u ^ 

*• r.IEUULE 

Wm thm 1 2 demon t- 1 M , '"1 Is D 1 r p Li ki “ o ubo. Baneb 

and Chandrokmt S fWmnnt la c o 1 Din tvent Thui'l a wno 

had volunteered to be anpointed as Stokeis a‘"'» l st tr* vacancies 
caused by the termin .turn 01 s-uvjc o'- i J ki'-i—u N-R u j £ r ould 
De p'u.ed 01 tne * 0.101 Ry bet of Sink*. ^ . e'ow d'e r njstitu e stokers 
Horn ti.e ‘A T ist ,ho weio absoibed ir, the vacant es of stoker but 
above the substitute stolu Lorn *>«» ‘B’ 1 , , t w- t a so rbsorbed 

m the vacancies of f iu ai|f 1 ’ I «o 1 11 it ij . oe their 

lesnectivc position m .he •- ..m< ~ity 1 t of stokers m tne sa.d Depart- 
ment 7 ” 

2 The above schedule wi'l snow that the dispute pertain* to ihe >criority of 
the three workmen Lascars wl o 5 ad oie-d ani who were anpointe ’ as stokers 
vis-a-vis the substitute sto-cei* froi 1 the t*o list nd the tr'fk r rna- d under which 
the present dispute has arisen may be stated m brief as follows:— 

3. The Bombay Pom Trust General Workers’ Union had in the year 1960 made 

serious complnnts and rep f'fn a*nn about corr. ption and the method of 
recruitment of >=ubsti1u + es in toe PoD Deoartmeut f'orme.ly there was a common 
list of the sub'tpute s o t’’^ eiif.pve® of al tb'> c-teco ie" oi workmen and the 
union had made a grievance that the list of substitutes was allowed to grow 
disproportion t" a d t ! 'e rr ( s ii 0 } ' y-o 1 ^ ei i i.i fop e should be separate 
lists of subRiS. es tor the dude er> 4 ctio.is c" P ° 1 D 'm inert and perma- 

nent jo's be g. "i ti t>e o < *mo 1 ‘ n f it” { r fi o ” e g urn .o (fried Af+er 
the^e complaints the Trustees ha I ril)r 1 'o r the ’•“pot if the In er-Depa “truer tal 
Committee and after considering the report and d.s'urgmtj the remesemations 
the Port T 11 * lmurd c^r am n truef’en' regarding the A end B b of sub- 
stitutes and their abrori tic 1 m ‘c vie under their 't ter d ited 21st September 
1960 and Iron tnen onwards the iist=- were maitain°d accordingly 

4 A large number of Pakis ani nationals who we e employees m the Bombay 

Port T"ust were rekised permission tv Government to renew their pas ports in 
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the year 1965 and hence they were discharged by the Port authorities. About 
eighty of them were employed in the Port Department and the lesuhant vacancies 
in the posts oi stokers were to be tl.led in immediately and the Deputy Conservator 
had filled in vacancies by appointing the suosiitute s inkers from the A and B 
lists and from otner app.icants. Trie three workmen involved in this reference 
weie rum inc cadre of permanent iascars working m the Port Department, After 
the vacancies caused by the Pakistani Nationals were notified the three workmen 
made app lcations to be appointed as Stokers. Their applications wore considered 
and they were posted as stokers but they were placed below the substitute stokers 
who were appointed from the substitutes lists, They raised a dispute that they 
were pe.manent employees of the Port T.ust and thus were entitled to get 
seniority over the substitutes from the B list and hence this reference. 

5. The B.P.T. General Workers’ Union of which the three workmen are the 
memosrs has by its statement oi claim contended that after the discharge of the 
Pakistani nationals working in the Port Department the Deputy Conservator had 
recrui.ed the sunsthutes lrom the A and B ists and had committed breach of 
the rules of recruitment of substitutes laid down by the Chairman of the Bombay 
Port Trust. It was contended that the substitutes on either oi the lists were not 
the employees of the Bombay Port Trust. They were only working against the 
leave vacancies and it was not open to the substitutes in the A and B fists to 
claim appointments against permanent vacancies as a matter of right. The three 
workmen who were working as permanent Iascars had long years of service to 
their credit in permanent capacity and had opted for die post oi stokers and they 
did not lose their continuity of service and were not deprived of any benefit that 
they were enjoying a.., permanent non-scheduled employees of the Bombay Port 
Trust ihey were su^er^r in status to the employees such as the substitutes and 
cannot be made junior to the suostltutes who were appointed from the two fists. 
It was contended that as a matter oj lact all the permanent employees who were 
working as Iascars and who weie allowed to op. as stokers should have been 
ranked senior to ail substitutes irrespective oi whether they were from tne A or 
B list and according y the three workmen are entitled to claim seniority over 
them. However tuking into consideration ihe fact that the substitutes in the A 
list were to be appointed against permanent posiS the three workmen had not 
claimed seniority to tne substitutes from the A list but claimed seniority over 
the stokers appointed f om the B '1st and die Bombay Port Trust was not justified 
in placing the three workmen below the Stokers appointed from the B list. 

6 - The employers have by their written statement denied the allegations and 
have contended that the 70 vacancies in the categories of stokers earned by the 
discharge of tne Pakis anl nationals weie to be lll.ed In immediately and hence 
applications were invited and even the substitutes from the A and B list were 
appointed. But the number was not sufficient and hence a circular dated 15th 
Ju’y 1965 was issued permitting the employees of the department to apply for 
their appointment as stokers under certain conditions. It was made clear in the 
circular that the employees who expressed a desire to be transferred as stokers 
would rank below the substitute stokers who would he made permanent ear’ier 
and that no claim fo: seniority would be en.ertalned on account of years of service. 
The three workmen had accepted these conditions and now it is not open to the 
workers fo ouestlon the seniority. It was fuither contended that the Deputy Com 
Bervator had cor-ect'v fixed the seniority of the workers placing the names of 
the dhputants in the seniority fist below the B list as they themse vet, desired 
the transfers of their own arco-d to the posts o p stokers Tt has been further 
contended that the instruction rules contained in the letter dated 31st September 
I960 were rsued berause of the complaints and rcpresentaTons mode hv the B.PT. 
General Workers’ Union. It was the demand of ihe union that all permanent 
jobs should be given to the serfiormost substitutes from the groups concerned and 
the present demand of the union was cont ary. The three workmen were trans- 
ferred as stokers on their request and not on account oT the exigencies of the 
Port Trust work and when the employees demand transfer on their own they are 
always placed at Te bottom of the list of the relevant category of the '-ection 
concerned and the three workmen are not enTTed to any relief. 

7. The parties have not led any oral evidence but the employers have pro- 
duced a number of documents which have been accepted and exhibited by con- 
sent of the other ride According to the reference o'der the workmen were 
represented by the Bombay Pod Trust General Workers’ Union and the General 
Secretary of this union Dr. S. Maitra argued the cafe on behalf of Ihe union. 
But on the day of hearing the Bombay Port Trust F.mp'oyees’ Union made an 
application that the three workmen involved in the reference wanted their union 
to appear In the proceeding on their beha’f and they should be made a party. 
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As the application was made on the last day of heading the union was not made 
a party but Sun bhetye the General Secieiaiy was permitted to argue the matter 
on oehalt oi the workmen. He did not want to lead any evidence and has supported 
too cuiu- .uous raised oy the Bombay Port Trust General Woxkeis Union and 
the question is whether considering me material beioie me the tn.ee v, inkers 
are entitled to claim seniority in tne list of stokers. 


8. It is not in dispute that the three workmen were in the employ of the B.P.T. 
ana were worming as permanent lascan, and on the t-.rmination ot service uie 
Pakistani nationa.s who we.e working as stokers the Bombay Port Tiust wanted to 
ini u?uf+ Qe Tj- VaCa i nCies and Tivited applications. In the notice dated 8tn Jmy 1965 
(.Exhibit E-U it was mentioned that the notice was meant tor applicants who 
were no t in 1 or t T.ust employment, it appears that aiter this notice some of 
the Port Trust Employees also made applications and the authorities issued n 
ClrC jm aat , Ju.y, 1965 informing the Bombay Port Tiupt emp.oyees the 
conditions under which thei. applications for the change of category to the post 
of stoker would be accepted. 


9. It is also not in dispute that in the year 1960 the Bombay Port Trust 
authorities framed rules and issued instructions about recruitment oi substitutes 
and these instructions have been published under their letter da^ed 21st September 
I960. According to these instructions it is clear that the list of substitutes would 
be split up und separate lists of substitutes would be maintained for (a) shore, 
(b) flotilla, and (c) head office. It is also clear from instruction No. 5 that the 
list of the substitutes of the same category would be spilt up Into two prats viz,, 
A and B. The total number of substitutes in category ‘A’ was not to exceed 150 
while there was no such restriction in category B. It is not in dispute that from 
this time onwards rparate lists of substitutes for different categories of workers 
we*e maintained in two parts and at the time when the Pakistani nationals were 
discharged there was a stokers list containing 41 substitutes in the two parts. Part 
A included substitutes Nos. 1 to 23 and part B 23 to 41. The relevant portion of 
rule No. 5 runs as fol'ows: — 

‘The present lis‘s of substitutes will be split up into two viz., Category A 
and ca'egory B. The total number of substitutes in category A will 
not exceed 150. No one In category B will be appointed so long as 
a person tn category 'A' Is available. In making appointments the 
Trust’s orders regarding rorcentag^ of scheduled castes and tr'b°s will 
be observed priority being (1) category ‘A’ (ii) category B (iii) out- 
siders according to a ’ist maintained after calling applications. If 
no one is available under (hi! the vacancy will be filled by a non- 
scheduled caste or tribe person from category ‘A’ ". 

From this it Is clear that substitutes inc’uded In the ‘A’ list were to he given 
first preference and after oxhaus'ing that list substitutes from the B list were to 
be appointed. 

Rule No. 7 reads as follows:— 

“Permanent (including leave preparatory to retirement) vacancies will be 
filled In accordance with seniority on the substitute list.” 

The Deputy Conservator has fll’ed in the vacancies of stokers by appointing the 
41 substitutes In the two lists and the ru’es do not show that even a permanent 
employee of the Bombay Port Trust working in other category would have any 
preference to substitutes tor appointment in the different categories and the instruc- 
tions issued by the chairman do not support the claim of the three workmen 
concerned. 

10. I have already stated that the B.P.T. General Workers’ Union had made a 
grievance about the wrong methods of recruitment .of Substitutes In the Port 
Deoartment. The employers have produced their complaint and their demands 
dated inth March 1960 and paragraphs 6 and 7 show that it was the demand 
of the union that the permanent inbs should riven to the spnior-most substitutes 
from the groups concerned. In demand No. 6 they have stated: — 

“The substitutes can be eiven the option of choosing a particular group 
neon-ding to his Dart experience. Once these lists are finalised the 
emp’oyment should be offered strlct’y in order of seniority based on 
1st date of entrance in Port Trust service.” 
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lt will be iurtner clea.' from pmagi 'pn 7 tiiat dm union wanted the authorities 
to give to tbt* suub .tales. i-iioy staled. 

“imoiiy all pjrmancn.. joD a s-nould bt given to mo . muui-ncxl substitutes 
Xroro the groups concerned.” 


Alter consulting the.o do. ..anas the Bo may . ml nu- bad i— m oM^n.Vpnt 
in men leLs- dated Mst September, isuu «u.. ui mj cpuuon me appoin. nen 
ol tne 4x substitutes as stoke o in preieionce to o.ner applicants whemer P«itu- 
nent employees oc oJd.e'S was m uc-erdance with tne instructions and quite 
proper. 


11 fchii luaitra tlie Gcnctul Secretary i,. tne 3.P.T. General Workers Union 
lia* argued trat a m ocction II 4(n) ol tne Ru>es and -Regu- 

lations io * non-sc oule .* stall o z tne Bombay Poit "Irust c ik a person who is 
engaged to v;o m place ox rt permanent or temporary employee o_ probationer 
who u temporarily a„>ent and . uth pm o, hio no siat’is and he tanuot be given 
preitsience to an appm ant t \ ho if in i’io perrna ient employ of the Bombay Port 
Trust. Siri Shett.v nos atguod tiiat m ims dispute the mam question is as to 
who has a better eia i n T o tne oosi o sis.te. between a permanent employee and a 
substitute. However. i* cannot be mspu e> that even according to the Bombay 
Port Trust Rules aid Regulunons even thoo^n the substitute is not in continuous 
employment u uk?r tb- rie '.e has sot t- o status of an employee of the Bombay 
Port Trust. Cl? me IT 4 ot the rules and recitations for non-scheduled staff lists 
the following non-scheduled staff. 


(a) Permanent employee 

(b) Temporary employee 


(c) probationer 


(dT substitute 


and the list will s'i wv c sat d.ese substio. tes are being employed since the year 
1958 an 1 the c * o ‘ • u K sf v ,r v r - absolutely no claim does not 

stand *o reason. 


12 Tf i : In c 1 . ’ . f ‘ e „es. ! T ouv. ai-h 1 theie wre different lists 

of xubj tu fs it ■ n t- it t guin o ■’ i Lists A and B are the lists of 
the stokeis from the y<. 19 0 onv. :rh - d i~ r’rar that these mstitutes have 

worked merely as ctV «■ t, C -,J , ,t ji. r abler eanne tv Even t-o igh the iaxcars 
aie permanent emploync- a.-' 3 the.- a.e - < in that category there is nothing 

to show that th- - ha- a "m b< t"- elm r • n ^spe-t of t v -» wo k. \h~elv because 
the th-eo worke <-p were -« - - mg ,e n n 0 et last c ■ - ould net be sufficient 
to give them '•e.iimitv in other s-fu- ot-^omes and in th'-se other categories 
and sections they wd' have to he t-e’’ ' •>. \rsbers t nd the substitutes with 
experience have de’Inite'y a snrerior claim 


P 5 . It i; significant to re nher that the lascars and stckeis are different 
categmies of workers and hj<s different et'anne's of promotion The employers 
nave prodnf^rl al exhibit E-8 the sca’es of pay and the channels of promotion in 
different categories. _ L shoves that a lascar on promotion from one post to another 
can be finally appointed as a btastor and n °foker can be annolnted as a M E 
driver etc. It is fimthcr significant to pnte th^t the Bombay Port Trust had by a 
memorandum dated 15th T '’"b~uary 19(52 i c sue ’ a cireuMr about the circumstances 
and the conditions r^Pardme the change of categories The eircular reads- - 


1 The flotilla, the shore end the office cadres arc sen am to with sena-ate 
channels of pro , no' l 'on - n l no migration from cadre to another or a 
criss-cros'-ine q* q.c, ..hnn "p 1 of promotion i x' c '"~Y‘ i - :l ib 1 e. Aceord- 

m*iy if a perm' , ne? , or temporary p-nnlovee jo ope cad ■° desires a 
franf^os t 0 fmm’p. t- P m-r <■ -- Tierr' ; t(=>d tr-m-fe- whiect to his 
v, etn <T pioe^d at the 1 n' f vo r! f- ti-e e’Evorf c '!ihstitt’ f e P*t or lists 
t 1 ' 1 '’ he H em o^ ‘A’ li"t n>- i ihe^-e f \vr> Tsts e^ht p + th» bo'+orn of ‘B’ 
hstT end t-Usp his anro hi, -erii^'ltv in the 

substitute li^t m wb’eh he i- r,le "d ” 


In mv omnion this ^Ir-r-ul-m el»-, r u, an-ve - the ohmrtiom- raised hv the unions 
in this referenee Tt ,s nn* ie d'-nnfe j u rr „ „, h „ t fo n 1 i P( , 0 

and if a permanent Jn ear on eh a n ^o o' eofeee-u e t f,i„. ^ rivo ' 

a irsflt of his n-evio- s sm-inre He mill 1 e lin n,l v OV p. r ;,l:„, tHe fleimv- r-t other 
stoWs such er,ss-ereso?r ? ,.n’]l cn * M thr „ ont , lf th , o r ’ T ,o1n1e o^ 

senior!’ y snd even though ’he tT>re P eirpl 0 ,m n^re permenent lascars they have 
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to be placed below the substitutes in the two lists and I do not think that the 
Deputy Conservator has acted improperly in placing them below the two lists. 

14. Considering the complaint made by the B.P.T. General Workers’ Union 
In 1960 and the decisions arrived at it shall have to be held that the B.P.T. General 
Workers’ Union had based its claim on wrong assumptions. It is significant to 
remember that in their statement of claim paragraph 13 they have stated: — 

» it was not open to (A) or (B) category list substitutes to claim 

appointments against permanent vacancies as a matter or right under 
the Industrial Disputes Act”. 

I have already referred to paragraphs 6 and 7 of the representations made by 
the union which show that they had demanded that the permanent jobs should 
be given to the seniormost substitutes from the groups concerned. 

15. It Is also significant to note what the union has stated in paragraph 14 0 £ 
Its statement of claim: — 

“However taking into consideration the fact that the Chairman, Bombay 
Port Trust under his decision conveyed In his letter of 21st September 
1960 had conceded substitutes borne in category A list the right of 
appointment against permanent posts. This union does not claim 
that the lascars who have opted for the post of stokers should be 
ranked senior to substitutes from the A category list.” 

I have already quoted paragraph 5 of the instructions in which nowhere ha® 
it been stated that the substitutes borne on the category A list had the right to 
appointment against any permanent posts. 

16. It is significant to remember that if the principle put forth by the work- 
men is to be accepted there is no reason why they should not claim seniority even, 
to the stokers included In the A list. Even though the wording of the relerence 
order refers to two lists in fact there was only one list of two parts. These two 
parts are not made on any other principle except the serial order and number. 
The part A is consisted of 150 substitutes and the B part is to be made of the 
rest; the substitutes in part A have entered the employment earlier and naturally 
deserve priority to those in part B. The substitutes in both the lists have no 
relationship of any kind to the category of lascars and the circumstance that the 
three employees do not claim priority to the substitutes in A list also shows that 
their claim is without any principles or any basis. 

17. Shri Shetye the General Secretary of the B.P.T. employees’ Union has argued 
that the three workmen involved in this reference had previous experience of 
working as stokers and they should have been given preference, There is abso- 
lutely no evidence to show what type of experience they had and how long they 
had worked and what was the nature of the performance and capacity. More- 
over it is the function of the management to consider the merits and superiority 
of the work and fix the seniority. The parties have not led any evidence and 
it is not the function of the Tribunal to fix the seniority on the basis of their 
work. It Is clear from the record that the Deputy Conservator has fixed the 
seniority as per the decisions taken by the Trust In consultation with the unions 
and the demand of the three workmen to be placed above the stokers in the B 
list cannot be justified. 

13. It Is significant to note that when these appointments were made there 
were discussions with the union leaders and the various suggestions made by 
them were considered. The employers have produced at exhibit E-9 the draft 
note about the discussions in which Shri Shetye himself had taken part. After 
discussion the management had come to certain decisions. The relevant two deci- 
sions are as follows: — 

(i) Vacancies in posts of stoker will he filled by transfer from amongst 

bbandaries and topasses already in service against the quota of 
vacancies available to them in tefims of the settlement reached 
between the administration and the unions and by the absorption of 
persons who are already borne on the authorised substitute register 
of stokers. 

(ii) If after filling vacancies of stokers from amongst bhandaries topasse® 

and substitute stokers in accordance with item (i) above there are 
still some vacancies of stokers left they will be filled by transfer of 
lascars in the Port Department flotilla who are willing to accept 
transfers to posts of stoker provided they agree to be placed on the- 
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seniority list of stokers below the bhandaries topasses and substitute 
stokers appointed as stokers in accordance with item (1) above." 

From these decisions it is clear that the three employees who were permanent 
lascars cannot claim any seniority to the substitute stokers from the lists. 

19. It is further significant to note that even after the discussions Shri Shetye 
the General Secretary of the B.P.T. employees’ Union had sent a letter of thanks 
to the management for the decisions and had stated in his letter dated 26th July 
1965 to the Secretary, Bombay Port Trust as follows-. — 

1. ‘‘The recorded conclusion 1 Is correct. 

2. Conclusion No. 2 is not quite correct. The correct conclusion reached 

is as follows: — 

‘‘If after filling vacancies of stokers from amongst Bhandaries, Topasses and 
substitute stokers in accordance with item 1 above there are still 
some vacancies of stokers left, they will be filled bv transfer of 
lascars in the Port Department Flotilla who are willing to accept 
the transfer to posts of Stokers provided (they had stoker’s experi- 
ence) and they agree to be placed on the seniority list of stokers 
below Bhandaries, Topasses and substitute stokers appointed as 
stokers in accordance with item 1 above." 

The employers have followed the same procedure and it shall have to be held 
that the three employees have no claim for seniority over the substitutes included 
in lists A and B. Their demand appears to be inconsistent with the various 
representations previously made by the unions. It Is not based on any sound 
principles and they are not lustifled in claiming seniority to the stokers in the B 
list and are not entitled to any relief. Hence my award accordingly. 

No order as to costs. 


(Sd.) A, T. Zambre, Presiding Officer, 
[No. 28/62/08-LR.III/P&D.] 


ORDER' 


New Del hi, the 23rd October 1970 

S.O. 3680. — Whereas an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to Messrs Kanji Jadhavji and Company, Bombay and their workmen re- 
presented by the Transport and Dock Workers’ Union. Bombay; 

And, whereas the said employers and workmen have under sub-seetlon (1) of 
section 10 A of the Industrial disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) agreed to refer the 
dispute to arbitration by an arbitration agreement and have forwarded to the 
Central Government under sub-section (3) of the said section a copy of the said 
arbitration agreement; 


Now, therefore, in supersession of the Order of the Government of India in 
the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment) No- 28/117/GH-LRIV dated the 17th August, 1986 published 
vide S. O. No. 2578. dated the 27th August, 1966, and in pursuance of sub-section 
(3) of section lfiA of the said Act, the Central Government hereby publishes the 
said arbitration agreement which was received by it on the 15th September, 1970. 

Agreement 


(Under section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947) 
Between 


Name of Parties : — 

Rep resenting employers : 

Messrs Kanji Jadhavji & Co., 
Masjid Bridge, Bombay-9. 

Representing workmen • 

The Transport & Dock Workers’ 
Union, P. D’Mello Bhavan, 
Carnac Bunder, Bombay — 1. 


Mr. S. T. Shah. 

Mr. K. L. Thakkar (Incharge- 
Cement Section). 


Mr. K. A, Khan (Secretary). 
Mr I. S. Sawant (Jr, 
Assistant Secretary). 
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It Is hereby agreed between the parties to refer the following industrial dl«- 

pute to the arbitration of Shri S. M. Dikhale, Deputy Chairman, Bombay Dock 

Labour Board, Krupanldhi, 9, Wittet Road, Ballard Estate, Bombay-1. The Arbi- 
trator shall give this award within one month of the receipt of reference. 

(i) Specific matters in dispute — “Whether Messrs Kanji Jadhavjl and 
Company, Bombay are justified in not implementing the interim 
recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Port and Dock 
Workers in respect of cement handling ,vorkers, one Mukaddam and 
Cement Pallawalls at Bombay Port Trust Transit sheds in Bombay 
Docks. If not, whether the concerned workmen are entitled to the 

benefits as per the recommendations of Central Wage Board for Port 

and Dock Workers ” 

<li) Details of the parties to the dispute including the name and address of 
the establishment or undertaking involved. 

(iii) Name of the Union, if any, representing the ivorkmen in Question.— 
Messrs Kanji Jadhavjl and Company, Masjid Bridge. Bombay-9. 
Transport and Dock Workers' Union, P. D’Meilo Bhavan, P. D’Mello 
Road, Carnac Bunder, Bombay-1. 

fiv) Total number of workmen employed affected or likely to be affected by 
the dispute. — 39- 

(v) Estimated number of workmen employed in the undertaking affected.— 
39. 

We further agree that the decision of the arbitrator shall be binding on ua. 


Witness • 

1. (Sd ) H. M. Manek, 

Asstt. Manager, Cement 
Department, Kanji Jadhavjl and 
Coy. 

■2- (Sd.) B. L. Desai, Secretary, 
Bombay Dock Labour Board. 


Signature of the Parties: 

1. (Sd.) S. T. Shah. 

2. (Sd.) K- L, Thakkar. 

(Representing Employers). 

1. (Sd ) K. A. Khan & (Sd.) I. S. 
Sawant. 

(Representing Workmen). 


Dated, the 30th June, 1970. 

I, hereby give my consent to act as an Arbitrator in the said dispute. 

(Sd,) S. M, Dikhale, 
Deputy Chairman, 
Bombay Dock Labour Board. 

[No, 28/U7/G6-LRIV/P&D.1 
AJIT CHANDRA, Under Secy. 


HTTST 

df fefaY, 2 3 19 7 0 

qtr° wr° 308 0 . — tt: tpt ^mfr dpurfa ijwf § qwa 

.dfadfa tfu Tdfa TTElfa % ffT, faPTTT STfafafacT rrej- TTT faff 5ffaad, 

EUfT f, rr^r fafafap ffard fa TRET P ; 

ITT: TfT fafadfa faT jfapiT? ^ fafaffa fadTT STfaffauT, 1947 ( 1 9 4 7 
,.T 14) fa UKT 10-TT fa dTSUTI (l) %3T!lfaUR fadET fa 
5FU rrreqTTT % ffa faffad Wd TTR faqj p far TTT HTTT fa TTSTTT ( 3 ) 
Wffa "JTT ETR fa (J!fr Sffa fTUMT fa Rfa $ | 
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Ra: m RRA TOR % NR, ftRRIT Nil 'frtfR R3TRR (NR sfk TtARTC 
fWFT) %ARo mo Ro 2578, ATIEr 27 WART, 1966 % ma^A ST*PTfaTA RTAA A° 2®/' 
m/esqaarc 4, arcfsr 17 rart 196 6 at RFamamtff Rfaaaa RfafRAaVr 

am i o-T at TTtrrcr ( 3 ) % r-jatr it tEata aran aaa rtpartr am: at, 5 ft rr 1 5 
faamTigyo at RFergm at, '[ aarm Aarfaa aaft 1 1 

«KTR 

(qtsrtPra fAAia wrafTTR, 1947 # am 1 0-a % I? jet) 

fn'-iPoif's a % fta 

awiff H ATH 

faftaat ar afafafacE aft aft : 

aaa araft araaft iroy amRY, Rftaa Nt aro ft° mg 

Nt 0 era 0 3 Aai 

fira tfraf - 9 (trrmiETP fata raatr) 

aram rt aPrfHfyra amt ai$r : 

fa 5171113 rm yim a#r aFara, «rt %o ro mao ( rPaa ) 

ft° yto 3 at raa, anara maaijRf-i NtRifo rta?a (afaa Rgraa aFra) t 

asiam t? fta famfafrr -iftatfAa faAre at ^aasm '••ft qRo (tro f^f, 
mrrm'ii awf ata nr atf , aifafR, 9 , fart? m, aatt r *zz, raF - 1 % rrvna at 
fmr fRApPA JPTR RR am faRT RRT £ I PW RA f RT3 FrAA at Rtfm R RR RTR 
% Rtan art 1 

(i) fafaftta faraTa 9^5 faaa ■ 

*'rrt RRR ATAft RTRRjff R 15 ^ A*RAt, ^rF AT *£af ^taf if fa! R'mA ’RTR 
WfRRgR sfatAR fAR 3 AT Apf RARTt Al% RRArff, RR ^AAAR sfafRAa ^ A I off 
% Rft if jfrJjftR RoffTt AtT ft TtIR atl TTA 'PR' + 1 if % fa 1 ! RRlfm fRATflAt 
ft 4 1 Pat r arat TRiRtfRA 1 1 Rfa Rift, ft art raFra afari rtTr srtr ata 
q nfarr fi % fa 1 ! %RftR Rarftftf pft fR T PTf73ft % rrrk anaff % 

(ii) f^Rra % asRPrif vr mVa faaR maRfaa prtrr rt titr rt rir fti q-gr 

^ft RffRfaR I I 

( ill ) rFr aff RR R^ara RRarff ^ afafafacR rtrt ft at aarr rir 

r<tr Rmfr aramf! ^ qnmft, Rfpaa faa, mat - 9 ^lafta pa 'stR rr*pt' 
Rfraa fto ^fo rr'i rrr, ft o ft o rrt fir, rttrir 'fat— 1 

C\ 

(Iv) fama am RRifaa rt rrt^rr: RRTfaa fta Rif faftfaa ^>4*1 T 
art Ra" RRiT -39 

(v) RRifaa rrrr r faftTaa ^4 a 1 ff aft rh+ faa rrrt — 39 
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gtr, ^,|7 vfr I f*P t 1 ft. m 


ETfffr : 

- ^oJ-tt^o tTtro r/ttt srstt, 

J fTRET TTT'jft ^TtRFifV FT qT'pft I 

/o-Sffo (T^o &n£,’ gfR, JRf'stT 

2fc?R 


leTTm % gRTEfTT: 

1 ?0 /- tT^o ^0 917^ 

2 ?o/-%o rr^o 5^7- tt 

Tfdfdfcr TT?r ) 

1 . j~ To qo STIR 

2 . 50/- ierr^otTFo RPTT (Ttfalft <PT 

srfafFfticT tt% Tt^r ) 


errdw, 30 tr, 1970 

$ tTgrararcr rrr f^prrr *f rsr*r Jr ttr ttr qft w'pft FRfR trt gr i 

5/- ITffO (rtfo fea%, 

RVl'OTW, 

jprf Ttr >tr Rtf 

[H 2 8 /ll/ 7/6 6 -F^o?rRo/q 1 - IT? jft] | 

srafRr rw, *r*R Rftpr i 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

Iv<?jj Delhi, the 22th October 1970 

S.O. 3681. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
>f 1947), the Central Government hereby, publishes the following award of the 
^residing Officer, Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 2), Bombay in the 
matter of an application under section 33A of the said Act. from Shri Sahadeo 
3 orob, Paliem, Porobvaddo, Post Office, Kiranpani, Pemem, Goa, which waa 
‘ceived by the Central Government on 22nd October, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 

AT BOMBAY 

Complaint No, CGIT-2/1 of 1969 
Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-2/2 of 1969 


*artie3 : 

Shri Sahadeo Porob, Paliem, Porobvaddo, P.O. Kiranpani, Pernem (Goa.) — ■ 
Complainant, 


Versus 

M/s. Pandurang Timblo Industries, Margao, Goa — Opponent. 

Present : 

Shri N, K. Vani, Presiding Officer, 

Appearances : 

For the complainant — Shri George Vaz, General Secretary, Goa Mining 
Labour Welfare Union, Goa, 

For the opponent — Shri Ramesh Desai, Labour Adviser, 

Itate: Goa, Daman & Diu. Industry: Iron Ore Mines. 
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Dated the 3rd October, 1970 
AWARD 

This is a complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 by 
Shxi Sahadeo Porob. 

2. The facts giving rise to this complaint are as follows: — 

3. The complaint Shri Sahadeo Porob was in the service of the opponent. Ha 
participated in the strike which commenced on 14th February, 1989. 

4. The opponent company held domestic enquiry against the complainant for 
the misconduct alleged to have been committed by him. The opponent dismissed 
him from service with effect from 7th April, 1989, holding him guilty of the mis- 
conduct alleged to have been committed by him. 

5. As the Reference No. GGIT-2/2 of 1969 between the Company and the em- 
ployees in connection with implementation of Wage Board recommendations is 
pending before this Tribunal and as the complainant is connected with the refe- 
rence, the opponent filed application No. CGIT-2/7 of 1969 against the complainant 
under Section 33(2) (b) for approving its action of dismissing the complainant. 
This application was received by this Tribunal on 14th April, 1969. 

6. In the meanwhile the complainant has filed this complaint dated 8th May,. 
1969 against the opponent. The same was received in this Tribunal on 13th May, 
1909. 

7. According to the complainant, he has been dismissed because he participated 
In the strike. His dismissal is by way of victimisation on false and baseless 
charges. The enquiry was not fair. The opponent has also contravened Section 
S3A of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

8. The complainant and the opponent have given common pursis, saying that 
evidence in approval application No. CGIT-2/7 of 1969 should be read in this 
complaint. 

9. Aa this complaint is under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 194T 

It ia necessary to refer to Section 33 A, which is as follows: — 

“Where an employer contravenes the provisions of Section 33 during the 
pendency of proceedings before a Labour Court, Tribunal or National 
Tribunal any employee aggrieved by such contravention, may make 
a complaint in writing in the prescribed manner to such Labour 
Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal and on receipt of such com- 
plaint that Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall adjudi- 
cate upon the complaint as if it were a dispute referred to or pend- 
ing before it in accordance with the provisions of this Act and shall 
submit its award to the appropriate Government and the provisions 
of this Act shall apply accordingly,” 

10. The above mentioned Sections postulates the following five things. 

1. A proceeding pending before a Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tri- 

bunal; , ... , 

2. A contravention of the provisions of S. 33 by the employer during such 

pendency. 

3. A complaint in writing in the prescribed manner by the aggrieved em- 

ployee to the concerned authority against such contravention; 

4. Adjudication upon the complaint by the concerned authority as if it was 

an industrial dispute referred to or pending before it and submission 
of its award to the appropriate Government; and 

5. Publication of the award by the appropriate Government under S. 17-A. 

11. In the present case, It is common ground that reference No. CGIT-2/2 of 
1989 is pending before this Tribunal. The complainant is connected with the 
dispute involved in the reference. 

12. From the facts on record it is crystal clear that the opponent held domes- 
tic enquiry against the complainant and dismissed him from service, holding the 
allegations against him proved, with effect from 7th April, 1969. The opponent 
also filed application under Section 33 (2) (b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 19471 
for approving the action of dismissal of the complainant. 
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13. As the opponent has taken steps for approving the action of the opponent 
as required under Section 33(2) (b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1847, the 
complainant cannot be said to be an aggrieved employee. 

14. On evidence before me, I have held in application No. CG1T-2/7 of 1909 
that M/s. Fandurang Timblo Industries’s action In dismissing the complainant 
should not be approved. Consistent with this finding, I have dismissed that 
application. The result of my refusal of approval Is that the workman concerned 
would be deemed, never to have been dismissed or discharged and would conti- 
nue in service of the opponent as if nothing had happened. Hence, there is no 
discharge or dismissal of the opponent, The question of reinstatement on his com- 
plaint under Section 33A does not arise. 

15. I, therefore, dismiss his complaint and pass the following order: — 

Order 

(1) The complaint is dismissed. 

(2) Award is made accordingly. 

(3) No order as to costs. 

(Sd.) N. K. Vant, 
Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial, 
Tribunal No. 2, Bombay, 

[No. 10/62/70/LRIV.J 

8.0. 3082.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1&47 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Presiding Officer, Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 2), Bombay, 
in the matter of an application under section 33A of the said Act, from Shri Thomas 
Fernandes, Baag, Rivona, Sanguem, Goa, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22nd October. 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 2, AT 

BOMBAY 

Complaint No. CGIT-2/15 of 1969 
Arising out of Ref- No. CGIT-2/2 of 1969 

Parties : 

Shri Thomas Fernandes, Baag, Rivona, Sanguem, Goa. — Complainant. 

Versus 

M/s, Pandurang Timblo Industries, Margao, Goa — Opponent. 

Present : 

Shri N. K. Vani, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

For the complainant- — Shri George Vaz, General Secretary, Goa Minlnng 
Labour Welfare Union, Goa. 

For the opponent.- — Shri JRamesh Desal, Labour Adviser. 

Industry; Iron Ore Mines State: Goa, Daman & Diu 

Dated the 3rd October, 1970 
AWARD 

This is a complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
by Shri Thomas Fernandes, 

2- The facts giving rise to this complaint are as follows: — 

3. The complainant Shri Thomas Fernandes was in the service of the opponent. 
He participated in the strike which commenced on 14th February, 1969, 

4, The opponent company held domestic enquiry against the complainant for 
the misconduct alleged to have been committed by him. The opponent dismissed 
him from service with effect from 11th August, 1969, holding him guilty of the 
misconduct alleged to have been committed by him. 
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5. As the Reference No. CGIT-2/2 of 1909 between the Company and the 
employees in connection with implementation of Wage Board recommendations is 
pending before this Tribunal and as the complainant is connected with the 
reference the opponent filed application No. CGIT-2/18 of I960 against the 
complainant under Section 33 (2) (b) for approving its action of dismissing the 
complainant. This application was received by this Tribunal on ICth August, 
1969. 

0. In the meanwhile the complainant has filed this complaint dated 16th May, 
1969 against the opponent- The same was received in this Tribunal on 28th May, 
1909. 

7. According to the complainant he has been dismissed because he participated 
In the strike. His dismissal is by way of victimisation on false and baseless 
charges. The enquiry was not fair. The opponent has also contravened Section 
33A of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

8 . The complainant and the opponent have given common pursis saying that 
evidence In approval application No. CGIT-2/18 of 1969 should be read in this 
complaint. 

9. As this complaint is under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
it is necessary to refer to Section 33 A, which is as follows: — 

"Where an employer contravenes the provisions of Section 33 during the 
pendency of proceedings before a Labour Court, Tribunal or National 
Tribunal any employee aggrieved by such contravention, may make a 
complaint in writing in the prescribed manner to such Labour Court, 
Tribunal or National Tribunal and on receipt of such complaint that 
Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall adjudicate upon 
the complaint as if it were a dispute referred to or pending before 
it in accordance with the provisions of this Act and shall submit 
its award to the appropriate Government and the provisions of this 
Act shall apply accordingly." 

10- The above mentioned Section postulates the following five things. 

(1) A proceeding pending before a Labour Court, Tribunal or National 

Tribunal; 

(2) A contravention of the provisions of S. 33 by the employer during such 

pendency. 

(3) A complaint In writing In the prescribed manner by the aggrieved 

employee to the concerned authority against such contravention; 

(4) Adjudication upon the complaint by the concerned authority as if it 

was an industrial dispute referred to or pending before it and sub- 
mission of its award to the appropriate Government; and 

( 6 ) Publication of the award by the appropriate Government under S-17-A. 

11. In the present case, It Is common ground that reference No. CGIT-2/2 of 
1909 is pending before this Tribunal. The complaint is connected with the dispute 
involved in the reference. 

12. From the facts on record it is crystal clear that the opponent held domestic 
enquiry against the complainant and dismissed him from service holding the 
allegations against him proved, with effect from list August, 1909- The opponent 
also filed application under Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
for approving the action of dismissal of the complainant. 

13. As the opponent has taken steps for approving the action of the opponent as 
required under Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the complainant 
cannot be said to be an aggrieved employee. 

14. On evidence before me, I have held In application No. CGIT-2/18 of 1909 
that M/s. Pandurang Timblo Industries’s action in dismissing the complainant 
should not be approved. Conslstant with this finding I have dismissed that 
application. The result of my refusal of approval is that the workmen concerned 
would be deemed never to have been dismissed or discharged and woujd continue 
In service of the opponent as if nothing had happened. Hence, there is no discharge 
J>r dismissal of the opponent. The question of reinstatement on his complaint 
under Section 33A does not arise- 
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15. II is interesting to note that the complainant filed the present complaint 
against the opponent under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 before 
his dismissal. It means that on the date on which he filed his complaint, domestic 
enquiry proceedings against him had not ended. He had, therefore, no reason to 
come to the Tribunal on that date. 

14. I have considered this complaint on other grounds also treating the 
complainant deemed to have been filed before me after his dismissal. 

17. I, therefore, dismiss his complaint and pass the following order: — 

Order 

(1) The complaint is dismissed. 

(2) Award is made accordingly. 

(3) No order as to costs. 


(Sd.) N. K. Vant, 

Presiding Officer, 

Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 

No. 2, Bombay. 
[No. 10/63/70/LRIV.l 

S.O. 3683. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1047), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Presiding Officer, Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 2), Bombay, in 
” e matter of an application under section 33A of the said Act, from Shri Laximona 
Amonker, Serwada, Behind Durga Hotel, Nevelim, Margao, Goa, which was receiv- 
ed by the Central Govrenment on 22nd October, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, 

AT BOMBAY 

Complaint No- CGIT-2/29 of 1969 
Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-2/2 of 1969 


Parties : 

Shri Laximona Amonker, Serwara, Behind Durga Hotel, Nevelim, Margao, 
Goa —Complainant. 


Versus 

M/s. Pandurang Timblo Industries, Margao, Goa — Opponent. 

Present : 

Shri N- K. Vanl, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

For the complainant — Shri George Vaz, General Secretary, Goa Mining Labour 
Welfare Union, Goa. 

For the opponent — Shri Rame$h Dessai, Labour Adviser. 

'Ustry: Iron Ore Mines. State; Goa. Daman and Dim 

Dated the 3rd October, 1970 
AWARD 

This is a complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 by 
ihri Laximona Amonker. 

2. The facts giving rise to this complaint are as follows: — 

3- The complainant Shri Laximona Amonker was In the service of the oppo- 
ent. He participated in the strike which commenced on 14th February, 1969. 

4. The opponent company held domestic enquiry against the complainant for the 
llseonduct alleged to have been committed by him. The opponent dismissed him 
-om service with effect from 7th April, 1969 holding him guilty of. the misconduct 
leged to have been committed by him. 
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5. As the Reference No- CG1T-2/2 of 1969 between the Company and the em- 
ployees in connection with implementation of Wage Board recommendations ia 
pending before this Tribunal and as the complainant is connected with the refer- 
ence. the opponent filed application No. CGIT-2/8 of 1969 against the complainant 
under Section 33(2)(b) for approving its action of dismissing the complainant. This 
application was received by this Tribunal on 14th April, 1969. 

6. In the mean-while the complainant has filed this complaint dated 16th May, 
1969 against the opponent. The same was received in this Tribunal on 10th June, 
1969. 

7. According to the complainant, he has been dismissed because he participated 
in the strike. His dismissal is by way of victimisation on false and baseless- 
charges. The enquiry was not fair. The opponent has also contravened Section 
83A of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

8. The complainant and the opponent have given common pursis saying that 
evidence in approval application No. CGIT-2/8 of 1969 should be read in this, 
complaint. 

9. As this complaint is under Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
It Is necessary to refer to Section 33 A, which is as follows: — 

“Where an employer contravenes the provisions of Section 33 during the 
pendency of proceedings before a Labour Court, Tribunal or National 
Tribunal any employee aggrieved by such contravention, may make a 
complaint in writing in the prescribed manner to such Labour Court, 
Tribunal or NationaL Tribunal and on receipt of such complaint that 
Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall adjudicate upon 
the complaint as if it were a dispute referred to or pending before it 
in accordance with the provisions of this Act and shall submit its 
award to the appropriate Government and the provisions ot this Act 
shall apply accordingly,” 

10- The above mentioned Section postulates the following five things; 

(1) A proceeding pending before a Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribu- 

nal; 

(2) A contravention of the provisions of S. 33 by the employer during such 

pendency. 

(3) A complaint in writing In the prescribed manner by the aggrieved em- 

ployee to the concerned authority against such contravention; 

(4) Adjudication upon the complaint by the concerned authority ns if it 

was an industrial dispute referred to or pending before it and sub- 
mission of its award to the appropriate Government; and 

(5) Publication of the award by the appropriate Government under S.17-A. 

11. In the present case. It Is common ground that reference No. CGIT-2/2 of 1969 
is pending before this Tribunal. The eomplainunt is connected with the dispute 
involved in the reference. 

12- From the facts on record it is crystal clear that the opponent held domestic 
enquiry against the complainant and dismissed him from service, holding the alle- 
gations against him proved, with eifect from 7th April, 1969. The opponen* also 
filed application under Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
approving the action of dismissal of the complainant, 

13. As the opponent has taken steps for approving th e action of the opponent 
as required under Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the com- 
plainant cannot be said to be an aggrieved employee, 

14. On evidence before me, I have held in application No. CGIT-2/8 of 196£ 
that M/s Pandurang Timblo Industries’s action in dismissing the complainant should 
not be approved. Consistent with this finding I have dismissed that application. 
The result of my refusal of approval Is that the workman concerned would bt 
deemed never to have been dismissed or discharged and would continue in service 
of the opponent as if nothing had happened. Hence, there is no discharge or dis- 
missal of the opponent. The question of reinstatement on his complaint under 
Section 33A does not arise. 
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15. I, therefore, dismiss his complaint and pass the following order; — 

Order 


(1) The complaint is dismissed. 

(2) Award is made accordingly. 

(3) No orders to costs. 

(Sd.) N. K. Vani, 
Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal No. 2, Bombay. 

[No. 10/60/70-LRIV-] 


New Delhi, the 3rd November 1970 

S.O. 3684. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Djsputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of Shri 
M. R. Raju, Arbitrator, in the industrial dispute between the management of 
Bhilai Steel Plant, Bhilai and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on the 23rd October, 1970, 

IN THE MATTER OF ARBITRATION IN THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE 
BETWEEN THE MANAGEMENT OF BHILAI STEEL PLANT AND THEIR 
WORKMEN REPRESENTED BY MINES WORKERS UNION (INTUC) OVER 
DENIAL OF PROPER SCALE OF PAY TO SHRI P. K. JOHNEY, ASSISTANT 
SURVEYOR, NANDINI MINES. 

Present : — 

Shri M. R. Raju, Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) & Arbitrator. 
Representing employer: — 

1. Shri R. P. Singh, Senior Industrial Relations Officer, Industrial Relations 

(Mines), Bhilai Steel Plant, P. O. Bhilai-1 (M.P.), 

2. Shri S. D. Dikshit, Industrial Relations Officer, BSP, P.O. Bhilai-1 (M-P.)- 

3. Shri T. N. Bahl, Assistant Personnel Officer (Mines), BSP, P.O. Bhilai-1 

(M.P.). 

4- Shri K. G, Marar, Additional Labour Welfare Officer, BSP, P.O. Bhilai-1, 
(M.P.). 

Representing workmen: — 

1. Shri Heman Deshmukh, Secretary, INTUC (M.P.), 

2. Shri T. A. Menon, Vice-President, Mines Workers Union (INTUC), P.O. 

Nandini Mines (M.P.). 

No. RLC(V)/3/70. Dated 22nd October, 1970. 


AWARD 

The Management of Bhilai Steel Plant on the one hand and the Mines Workers 
Union on the other entered into a settlement on 9th January, 1970, agreeing to 
refer the following specific matter concerning an industrial dispute for my Arbi- 
tration under Section 10A of the I.D. Act, 1947: — 

“Whether the action of the Management of Bhilai Steel Plant in denying 
the scale of Rs. 250 — 380 (revised Rs. 260 — 395, w.e.f, 1st April, 1065) 
as Surveyor to Shri P. K. Johney, Assistant Surveyor, Nandini Mines, 
w.e.f., 1st October, 1962, is proper and justified; if not, to what relief 
is the workman entitled?” 

2. Tire parties also agreed that the Arbitrator shall make his award within a 
period of six months from the date of settlement or for such time as is extended 
by mutual agreement, between them in writing It was further stipulated in the 
agreement that, in case the award is not mad - within the stipulated period men- 
tioned above, the reference to arbitration shah stard automatically cancelled and 
that they shall be free to negotiate for frer 1 ' arbitration. The aforesaid Settle- 
ment was published by the Ministry of Laboor and Employment in the Gazette of 
India, Part II, Section 3 (II) of the Gazette of India, dated 7th March, 1970, The 
period of six months agreed to between the parties in the earlier settlement had 
expired on 8th July, 1970, but the parties agreed on 6th July, 1970 to extend the 
time-limit for giving my award by a further period of three months from the 



5162 the GAZETTE OF INDIA: NOVEMBER 14, 1970/KARTIKA 23, 1892 [Part II— 


dale of expiry of the original agreement i.e,, 9th January, 1970. During the course 
of proceedings on 23rd September, 1970, the parties jointly agreed to extend the 
period of Arbitration Award till 30th October, 1970. 

3. The parties were requested to file their written statements endorsing copy 
thereof to the other party and were requested by the Arbitrator in his letter No. 
RLC(V)/3/70, dated 30th May,. 1970, to attend the hearing at 10 A.M. on 8th June, 
1970, at Bhilai Hotel, Bhilai. The Mines Workers Union submitted their written 
statement on 27th March, 1970, whereas the Management of Bhilai Steel Plant 
submitted on 18th April, 1970. 

4. The parties were heard on 8th June, 1970 and 23rd & 24th September, 1970. 
Briefly the management’s contention is as under: — 

(i) Shri P. K. Johney was appointed as Supervisor on a starting salary of Rs, 116 
In the scale of Rs. 100 — 200 w.e-f, 10th February. 1960 whereas Shri C- M. Patnaik: 
joined as Supervisor (Survey) on 2Gth March, 1957 on a starting salary of Rs. 140 
in the scale of Rs. 100 — 300. Similarly. Shri S. K. Gupta also loined as Supervisor 
(Survey) on Rs- 148 on 24th July, 1956 in the scale of Rs. 100 — 300. 

(li) The Departmental Promotion Committee which met on 27th September, 1902 
to consider promotion of all the staff of Drawing and Survey Section of Mines orga- 
nisation recommended Sarvashri C. M. Patnaik and S. K. Gupta to the post of 
Surveyor in the scale of Rs. 200 — 300, Shri P. K. Johney, Supervisor was recom- 
mended along with S/Shri Patl, K. J. Kurup, Assistant Surveyors and Tulsidas, 
Junior Surveyor to the post of Assistant Surveyor in the scale of Rs. 150 — 250. 

(Hi) The Management of Bhilai Steel Plant accordingly promoted the persons as 
stated in para 2(11) w.e.f. 1st October, 1962 as per their Order No. Estt. JX-4(6)/ 
OMQ/4/62/G06 dated 23rd October, 1962. 

(Iv) S/Shri S. K. Gupta and C, M. Patnaik were on higher scale (Rs. 100 — 300) 
whereas Shri P. K. Johney was in lower scale (Rs. 100 — 200) on the day of promo- 
tion i-e., 1st October, 1962. 

(v) Shri P. K. Johney was not superseded by any of his juniors at any time 
and the claim of the workman Is belated as the claim Is from a very distant past 
commencing from 1st October. 1962 and a notice of change was served by the 
Management publishing the LOP & Seniority List of the employees in the Survey 
Section of OMQ Dept. 

(vi) Promotions ordered by the Management based on D.P.C. recommendations 
were in order and are free from malafide Intention. The claim of Shri P. K. Johney. 
Assistant Surveyor for promotion to the post of Surveyor in the Scale of Rs. 250— 
380 (revised Rs. 260 — 395) is untenable and is, therefore, denied. 

5. The contention of Mines Workers Union (INTUC) inter alia, Is as under: — 

(i) Shri P. K- Johney was initially appointed as Work Supervisor in the scale 
of Rs. 90 — 180 (old) w.e.f. 2nd July, 1957 and thereafter he was selected for the 
post of Supervisor (Survey) in the scale of Rs. 100 — 200 (old) w.e-f. 10th February, 
I960 after an lntervlew/test. He was transferred to Nandlnl Mines as Supervisor 
(Survey) on 9th April, 1961 followed by S/Shri C. M. Patnaik and S, K. Gupta 
who joined Nandini Mines on 9th November, 1961. 

(ii) There were three grades for Surveyors before the promotion of 1st October, 
1962 i.e-, Supervisor (Survey): Rs, 150 — 290, Assistant Surveyor: Rs. 140 — 290, 
Junior Surveyor: Hs. 110 — .200. 

(ill) The order mentioned in 4 (lii) was a promotion and/or upgradation for 
all persons except Shri Johney in whose case it amounted to demotion /reversion. 

(iv) Shri Johney has been doing same or similar work of that of S/Shri S. K. 
Gupta and C. M- Patnaik before and after the promotions of 1st October, 1962 and 
shouldering such responsibilities with desired standard of efficiency. He is techni- 
cally and academically better qualified than at least Shri C. M. Patnaik who des- 
pite a non-matric was considered to the post of Surveyor neglecting the claim 
of Shri P. K. Johney although there was clear vacancy to accommodate him. 

(v) The D-P.C. Is a recommendatory body and is to function within the orbit 
of the rules, policy and procedures of the management. The D.P.C, in the Ins- 
tant case ignored the rightful claim of the workman by travelling beyond its original 
jurisdiction. The recommendations arc thereby faulty and Illegal amounting to 
denial of natural justice and fairplay. 
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(vl) During 1962, Supervisors in the scale ol Rs. 100 — -200 (old) employed in 
all sections in B-S.p. viz.. Electrical, Mechanical, Civil etc were promoted to the 
grade of Rs. 200 — 300 (Old) and the line of promotions of Shri P. K. Johnev who 
was designated as Supervisor should not bo dilferent for the simple reason that he 
was working in the Survey Section in O.M.Q. Dept. 

(vii) The workman was further victimised by allowing seniority to S/Sht'i K- 

J. Kurup and S. Patl over Shri Johney from 1st April, 19G2, who was originally 

senior to them, 

(vlii) Shri Johney being entrusted with higher or equal responsibility of that 
of Surveyor has been denied of the scale of Rs. 250 — 380/260 — 395 by the manage- 
ment whose action is improper and unjustified. 

6. A rejoinder was submitted by the Union on 23rd April, 1970 and they filed 

13 documents on 8th June, 1970 and another three documents on 2 1st September, 

1970 and two more on 22nd September, 1970. One witness namely Shri K- J. 
Kurup, Assistant Surveyor, Nandini Mines was examined on behalf of the work- 
man on 8th June, 1970 and the management cross-examined him. Shri Kurup sub- 
mitted a statement duly signed by him in which he has categorically stated that 
he was working under Shri P. K. Johney and further added during cross-examina- 
tion that the work assignment entrusted to him was lesser m nature and responsi- 
bility. Both the parties submitted their written arguments supplemented by oral 
arguments. 

7. During the arbitration proceedings I received two applications from S/Shri 
S. Pati and K. J. Kurup, both Assistant Surveyors, employed In Nandini Mines, 
BSP requesting to make them parties in this case. Both had claimed seniority 
over Shri P. K. Johney as Assistant Surveyor and, therefore, claimed the posH of 
Supervisor from 1st October, 1962. Since they arc not parties to the arbitration’s 
agreement their request for admitting them as parties could not be allowed- How- 
ever, both of them were advised to appear before me vide RLC(V)/3/70 dated fith 
Supervisor from 1st October, 1962. Since they are not parties to the arbitration’s 
1970. Shri S. Patl represented by Shri C. R. Baksht of S.K.M.S. (AITUC) ap- 
peared before me while Shri Kurup did not turn up- The reason for non-appear- 
ance of Shri K. J. Kurup is presumably Jinked with the fact of submissions made 
by him In his statement on 8th June, 1970. The contents of his earlier statement 
and that of subsequent application apparently appear to be self-contradictory and 
stand defeated his own claim which appears to me ns an after-thought. 

From the applications submitted by the aforesaid employees and submissions 
before me by Shri S- Pati during the personal hearing following facts were reveal- 
ed : — 

(i) S/Shri S. Pati and K. J. Kurup were Asstl. Surveyors niior to and after 
1st October, 1962 and were never designated as Supervisor (Survey), 

(ii) After the order of promotion w e.f. 1st October, 1962 both the abovesaid em- 
ployees represented for seniority as Asstt. Surveyor in a higher scale as allowed in 
Raihara Minos from 1st April. 1962 and as per an Arbitration award they were 
adowed the seniority as Assistant Surveyor from 1st April, 1962 in the scale pre- 
vailed at Rajhara Mines. 

flit') The above emp’oyees have no reason nor protested their designation as 
Assistant Surveyor or claimed for the post of Surveyor in the past. Their present 
claim is imaginary as they have no case if Shri P, K. Johney Is not allowed the 
post of Surveyor from 1st October, 1962- 

(iv) Shri S. Pati produced a document placing him as in-charge of Survey and 
Drawing Section, Nandini Mines during 1963 which of course has nothing to do with 
the present dispute, cause of which arose on 1st October, 1962. 

(v) Shri S. Patl argued that he was/ls working in a higher position than Shri 
P. K. Johney and holding higher responsibilities than the latter but could not 
prove that he was doing so, prior to 1st October, 1962 bv virtue of designation, pay 
scale or nature of duties. 

(vi) Shri S. Pati claimed for the post of Surveyor in the scale of Rs. 350 — 575 
In the applications submitted but subsequently changed his stand and claimed the 
post of Surveyor In the scale of Rs- 260 — 395 during the personal hearing. 

Shri P. K. Johney’s claim for the post of Surveyor in the scale of Rs. 260 — 395 is 
centered on points mentioned at para 5 to 6 and the case of S/Shri Pati and K. J. 
Kurup are totally different. I do not consider, therefore, to deal with their case.- 
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on merits in this proceedings- By doing so, I am afraid that I will be going be- 
yond my jurisdication as Arbitrator. Shri S. Pati could not convince me, nor I 
could find any reason how S/Shri Pati or K. J, Kurup would be affected adversely 
by an Award on the claim of Shri P. K. Johney on the grounds of injustice and 
discrimination. 

8. I have examined the minutes of D-P.C. leading to the promotion of Survey 
stall w.e.f- 1st October, 1982 on which the present controversy has arisen, 

9. On the written statements, rejoinder, documents and submissions made by 
the parties I find that the whole issue hinges upon a single question: — 

"Whether S/Shri S. K, Gupta, C. M. Patnaik and P. K. Johney employed 

as Supervisor (Survey) were treated at par or not in the matter of 

work assignment," 

Management in their written statement dated 18th April, 1970, stated that Shri 
Johney was appointed as Supervisor whereas S/Shri Gupta and Patnaik were 
employed as Supervisor (Survey.) The above statement hus been disproved by 
the Union in their rejoinder dated 22nd April, 1970, by producing four documents. 
On the face of the documents the fact remains undisputed that Shri Johney was 
employed as Supervisor (Survey) as that of S/Shri Gupta and Patnaik and not 
mere Supervisor. The statement of the management to the extent is misleading 
and devoid of fact. However, Management neither further disputed the issue nor 

pressed on the point. Hence Union’s contention to the extent that all tho three 

workmen were originally designated as Supervisor (Survey) is tenable and Is 
therefore to be accepted. The question remains is the work assignments. Here 
also Union’s contention supported by several documents/witness that Shri Johney 
was assigned with equal nr more responsibility with that of S/Shri Garda and 
Patnaik could not be challenged by the management. Union also produced an 
Order of Mines Manager, NandinI Mines dated 16 th November, 1961. allotting the 
same duties to S/Shri Patnaik and Johney until further orders, which ultimately 
proves that the Supervisor (Survey) S/Shrl Patnaik and Johney were treated at 
par in the matter of work assignment, I demanded the job descriptions of the 
workmen concerned but management could not produce the same and stuted that 
the case relates to early dates of development of Mines during which job descrip- 
tion, line of promotion etc. were not made either in Mines or Plant. I very well 
appreciate this point that a huge engineering complex like that of Bhilai Steel 
Plant takes time for originating a well defined personnel policy, But this does not 
mean that a worker from whom equal work has been extracted could/can be 
denied his due right. Shri Johney for all purposes relating to work was at par 
with S/Shrl C. M, Patnaik and S. K. Gupta. 

10. The contention of the management that they served a notice of change 
during 1968 publishing the I..O.P, and Seniority of the employees employed in 
the Survey Section of OMQ Dept, does not affect this case as it Is much later 
than the date the workman claims for the post i.e., 1st October, 1902. 

11. Argument of management that this case Is belated Is without anv force. 
Shri P. K Johney made his first representation to the Personnel Manager, BSP, 
on 28th November, 1962, immediately after publication of the disputed promotion 
order on 23rd October, 1962, which was replied bv the management on 10th Janu- 
ary, 1963. Union has submitted the above representations and the reply thereof 
along with subsequent applications made by the workman concerned. Shri Johney 
also ventilated his grievance through the grievance committee which as a matter 
of fact discussed his case once but failed to take a decision till today. 

12. The Management had also pointed out the likely repercussions which may 
come up bv the decision of this case. I wou’d like to mention that thev could have 
thought of it befoce making the arbitration agreement. However, as brought to 
my notice and gathered from the details submitted to me bv the Union as well as 
Shri P P Bakshi, representative of S. Palhi and Kurup, the following points are 
revealed: — 

(i) The claim of Shri S. Path!, is for Surveyor In the scale of Rs. 350 — 575. 
He is statutorily qualified for the said post and Is, therefore, eligible 
to It. 

(ill) Shri Kurup who happened to be senior to Shri P. K. Johnev bv virtue 
of an arbitration award was really junior to Shri P. K. Johney when 
examined in terms of nay scale and date of mining. Shri Kurup was 
only In the scale of Rs, 90 — 185 whereas Shri P. K. Johney was In 
the scale of Rs. 100 — 200. 
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(lii) On the repeated representations and the disputes successively raised by 
P. K. Johney, he should have been legitimately given the seniority 
over Shrl Kurup to restore his position before the pronouncement of 
the Award. This has not been done by the Management putting Shri 
Johnev at a lower position creating thereby perpetual mental agony to 
Shrl Johney, 

(iv) Shri S. Pathi stands at S. No, 1 in the notified seniority list of Assistant 
Surveyors and on the Information available, he stands statutorily 
Qualified for the post of Surveyor in the scale of Rs. 350—575 as per 
the notified line of promotion published by the Management, The 
claim of Shri Johney is only for Rs. 260—305 and hence there cannot 
be any responsible clash of interests between these two workmen as 
both are to go up in different scales namely Rs, 260 — 395 and 
Rs. 350 — 575. Hence the repercussion aspect which Management has 
brought in before me can be solved on the above lines. 

13. Reliance has been made by the management on D P.C. which according to 
them is the supreme body for recommendation gj suitable candidates for higher 
post. Shri Johnev was not recommended and, therefore, according to them he 
was not promoted. Management argued that promotion is purely a managerial 
function as Upheld by the Supreme Court In the case of Brook Bond (P) Ltd., Vs. 
Their workmen. I fully agree with the argument that promotion is managerial 
function. But the question placed before me by the opposite party whether the 
said D.P.C. has followed the policy and procedure as notified by the management 
of Bhilai Steel Plant remains as Question and could not be answered bv the 
management. What I fined in the Instant case was full materials were perhaps 
not supplied to the Committee while considering the promotion and the Union’s 
contention that the D.P.C. traversed beyond its jurisdiction cannot, therefore, be 
fully ruled out. 

14- The obvious anomaly involved in the issue, as I find, is that while the 
management promoted two Supervisors (Survey! to the post of Surveyor in the 
scale Rs. 250 — 380 another Supervisor (Survey) was not bracketed with them 
probably on the ground that he was in receipt of Rs. 150 — 290 whereas others 
were In receipt of Rs. 150 — 390 (Old) although al 1 the three were Supervisor 
’(Survey) doing same or similar work and shouldering same responsibilities. 
Management admitted during Ihe uroecediugs that Shri Johney’s reeords were 
good so as to be considered for promotion; he Is hetter qualified than Shri C. M. 
Patnalk Who 1s a non-matrlc but was considered for promotion to the post of 
Surveyor and above all Shrl P. K Johnev was bracketed with Assistant Surveyors 
(140—290) and juniors Surveyors (110 — 200) who were subordinate to him. Shrl 
Johnev was eq Ua tfd with his two colleagues Supervisor (Survev) for all purposes 
connected with work except in the case of promotion and that is whv he has "been 
representing to the management ever since the promotion of 1963. The Grievance 
Committee rfrip minutes deled ?nd August 1069. although agreed to examine the 
qualification of Shrl Patnalk did not forth"' meefi The reason is obvious. 

AWARD 

15. Having, therefore, carefullv considered the facts of the case and the 
evidence, documents and other materials placed before me by the parties and 
having considered the pleadings during the course of the proceedings, I give my 
award as follows: — 

(i) The action of the management of Bhilai Steel Plant in denving the 
scale of Rs. 250—339 (revised R ? . 260— gq.q w.e.f 1st April. 1965). as 
Surveyor to Shri P K. Johney, Assistant Surveyor, Nandini Mines 
w.e.f. 1st October. 1962. is not Drone' and, therefore, uniustlfled. 

(11) All benefits accruing from this award shall be given to Shrl P K. Johney 
within a period of one month from the date of its enforcement. 

(iii) No costs. 

I take this opportunity to express mv thanks to hoth parties for their unstinted 
co-operation extended to me during the course of hearing of this case. 

(Sd.) M. R. Rajtt, 

Regional T ahour Commissioner (Central) 

v- _ (Verification) and Arbitrator. 

New Delhi. 

Dated 22nd October, 1970. 


fNo. 8/3/70-LR.IV.j 
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New Delhi, the ith November 1970 

S.O. 3685. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Sodepur Workshop and Stores of 
Messrs Bengal Coal Company Limited, Post Office Dishergarh, District Burdwan 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on the 26th 
October, 1970. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 
Reference No. 29 op 1970 

Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of Sodepur Workshop and Stores 
of Messrs Bengal Coal Company Limited, 

And 

Their workmen. 


Mr. B. N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

On behalf of Employers — Shri D. Narsingh, Advocate. 

On behalf of Workmen — Shri Chandra Sekhar Mukhopadhyay Advocate. 
State: West Bengal Industry: Coal Mines. 


AWARD 

By Order No. 6/29/70-LRII. dated July 17, 1970, the Government of India, in 
the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment), referred the following dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Sodepur Workshop and Stores of Messrs Bengal Coal Com- 
pany Limited and their workmen, to this Trlhunal, for adjudication, namely: 

“Whether the action of the management of Sodepur Workshop and Stores of 
Messrs Bengal Coal Company Limited, Post Office Dishergarh, District 
Burdwan in dismissing Shri Mohan Lai Chatterjee, Assistant Store- 
Keeper, with eilect from the 22nd April, 1970 was justified? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled?’’ 

2. Sodepur Workshop and Stores admittedly belongs to Bengal Coal Company 
Limited. The dismissed workman, Mohan Lai Chatterjee, used to work in the 
said Stores as an Assistant Store-keeper. On March 10, 1970, he was charged with 
misconduct in the following language : 

“That you on or about 2nd February, 1970 to 15th February, 1970 being a 
servant in the employment of Sodepur Central Stores, Bengal Coal 
Co. Ltd. as assistant Store keeper and in such capacity entrusted with 
the properties, “as per list attached” belonging to the said company, 
you had also dominion over the said properties valued at Rs. 10240:25. 
During audit, the properties mentioned in the above list were found 
short and you were unable to explain the shortage. This Is a case of 
criminal breach of trust and misappropriation. You are. therefore, 
charged u.s. 17 i(a) of the Standing orders for theft, dishonesty In 
connection with the employer’s business and property. You are sus- 
pended pending enquiry/’ 

To the above chargesheet was appended a list of 54 items of store, alleged to have 
been misappropriated by the workman. The chargesheet is an exhibit in this 
Reference and marked Ex, 1. 

3. To the above chargesheet the workman submitted an explanation in the 
following language : 

“•**1 beg to state that the items entrusted with roe are lying in godown no 
1 and 2 which are being managed not only by myself but also some 
others (l.e. Sree P. Das, Works and Stores Supervisor supervises). I 
do not hold the keys of the godowns and the godowns are frequently 
kept open other than scheduled duty hours in my absence. 
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As regards domination also I would like to point out that the existence of 
godowns would say that I had no dominion over the aforesaid godowns 
alone. 

In regard to the shortages of items, possible clues and causes have been 
intimated to you through my written statement submitted to you on 
17th February, 1970. Audit has been started after my report about 
the event. 

Under the circumstances I cannot understand how I may be made responsible 
for the shortages incurred and would request you to investigate the 
matters properly and arrange to release me from the charges. 

The explanation is also part of Ex. 1. 

4, There was an enquiry conducted into the charges by Sukumar Siddhanta, 
Security Officer, authorised to conduct the enquiry. He examined several witnesses 
on behalf of the management and one witness on behalf of the workman and sub- 
mitted a report by which he found the workman guilty of the misconduct. The 
enquiry proceedings are marked Ex. 5 and the Report is marked Ex. 7. There was 
an order of dismissal passed on the enquiry Report (Ex. Ill and 16a). The order 
was communicated to the workman by a letter, dated 22nd April, 1970 (Ex, 8). 

5. The grievances made by the workman against the order of dismissal, as 
pleaded by him, were: 

(a) that he had himself made a detailed report of shortage tc the management 
long prior to Ine Issue of the chargesheet against him, thereby showing his non- 
complicity in the misconduct. 

(b) that the disciplinary enquiry was not properly conducted in that he was 
not given due opportunity to cross-examine all the witnesses of the management 
nor was he allowed to go through the proceedings although he was made to sign 
the records of the proceedings, 

(c) that the findings of the enquiry officer were perverse. 

C. The management also fbed a written statement. In paragraphs 2 and 3 of 
the said statement there were two preliminary objections taken as to the main- 
tainability of the order of Reference and they are set out below: 

“2, The present dispute had, at no time, been sponsored by any body of 
workmen or any trade union before it was referred to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. In the circumstances, the statement in the present 
order of reference that a dispute existed between the employers and 
their workmen relating to the dismissal of Shrl Mohanlal Chatterjee, 
the workman named in the aforesaid schedule, is not correct. The 
reference, therefore, Is bad in law and consequently the Tribunal may 
be pleased to refuse to entertain it. 

3. The reference is bad in law on the further ground that even so far as 
Shri Mohanlal Chatterjee Is concerned, there was no dispute what- 
soever between him and the management before the present reference 
was made In as much as the said workman had never raised any 
dispute or made any demand after his dismissal for the reinstatement 
or for any other relief. There was. thus, no industrial dispute within 
the scope of section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ***.” 

On the merits, it was pleaded in paragraphs 7(d). (e) and (f): 

(d) An enquiry was, therefore, held in the matter with due notice to the 

workman on 20th, 24th, 25th and 30th March, 1970. The workman 
was present In the enquiry on all those days. Seven witnesses for 
the management were examined in the enquiry. He was given full 
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses after the statement of 
each witness was recorded. He. however, cross-examined only three 
of those witnesses and declined to cross-examine the remaining four 
witnesses. 

(e) The workman examined one witness in his defence, whose statement was 

recorded by the enquiry officer. Thereafter, the workman himself made 
a statement which was also recorded by the enquiry officer. In 
course of his statement, he reiterated his denial of the charge and 
stated that he had nothing more to add to what he had stated In his 
explanation to the chargesheet. He also stated before the enquiry- 
officer that he had examined one defence witness and that he had 
no other witness to be examined in his defence. 
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(f) After each of the aforesaid statement was recorded, the same was read 
over and explained to the witness and to the orkman. The witness 
and the workman then put their signatures under the statements 
after admitting that the same were coirectly recorded. 

In the back ground of the aforesaid pleadings, I have now to decide the order of 
Reference. 

7- So far as the first preliminary objection taken by the management is con- 
cerned, I need notice that the amending Act of 1B65 has brought Section 2A on the 
Statute Book, which reads as fo.lows : 

"Where any employer discharges, dismisses, retrenches or otherwise termi- 
nates the service of an individual workman, any dispute or difference 
between that workman and his employer connected with, or arising 
out of such discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall 
be deemed to be an industrial dispute notwithstanding that no other 
workman nor any union of workmen is a party to the dispute.” 

In the instant reference, it is true, the case of the workman was not espoused by 
any trade union- Nevertheless, he is entitled to raise an industrial dispute ail by 
himself. If such an industrial dispute be referred to a tribunal, it is the duty of 
that Tribunal m adjudicate upon the said dispute. The only fault that can be 
found in the order of Reference is linguistic. The order of Reference proceeds on 
the unfortunate supposition that there existed an industrial dispute between the 
employers in remtion to the management of the Sodepur Workshop and Stores of 
Messrs Benga* Coal Company Ltd. and their workmen, whereas in reality there 
was an industrial dispute between the employers und a single workman of the 
name of Moman Lai Chatterjee. The schedule, however, names the workman cor- 
rectly. I do not think that in the circumstnces of the case the Central Govern- 
ment was so very misguided in the formation of their opinion as to make the 
e tire reference void a b initio. I do not, as such, make much of the first prelimi- 
nary objection- 

8. The second preliminary objection is based upon certain observation by the 
Supreme Couit in ihe case of Sind hu Resettlement Corporation Ltd. vs Industrial 
Tribunal, Gujarat, (1968) I LLJ 834 (839), which I set out below: 

“It may be that the conciliation officer reported to the Government that an 
industrial dispute did exist relating to the reinstatement of respon- 
de t 3 and payment of wages to him from 21st February 1958, but 
when the dispute came up for adjudication before the tribunal, the 
evidence produced clear,y showed that no such Jispute had ever been 
raised bv either respondent with the management of the appellant. 
If no dispute at all was raised by the respondents with the manage- 
me it, any request sent by them to the Government would only be a 
d°mand by them and not an industrial dispute between them and 
their employer. An industrial dispute as defined, must be a dispute 
between employers and employer, employers and workmen and work- 
men and workmen. A mere demand to a Government, without a 
dispute being raised by the workmen with their employer, cannot be- 
come an Industrial dispute. Consequently, the material before the 
tribunal c'earlv showed that no such industrial dispute, as was pur- 
P"" ( ed y, e referred by the State Government to the tribunal, had 
ever existed between the appellant-Corporation and the respondents 
ar 1 ihe State Government, in making a reference, obviously commit^ 
ted -for In basing its opinion on material which was not relevant 
to the formation of opinion.” 

In order to show that the workman had raised a dispute over his dismissal, he 
relied upon a copy of a letter (Ex A marked su’ ject to objection), dated April 25, 
1970. addressed to the Superintendent Personnel, which is couched in the follow- 
ing language: 

“Most resoect r ullv I beg to state that I have beep illegally and wrongfully 
dismissed from my service with effect from 22nd April, 1970. although 
I am quite innocent. I further beg to state that this is a got-up caae 
against me and I have been punished for no fault of mine. Of course 
some enouiry was held but it was not a proper enquiry and the deci- 
sion of the enquiry officer is not perfect, 

I. therefore, beg of you to kindly look Into my case and rein- 
state me in service which I so rightly deserve. 

Thanking you and awaiting an early decision." 
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In his evidence, the dismised workman slated that he personally handed over the 
letter to the Manager, Personnel, but did not obtain any receipt. The receipt of 
this letter was denied by the management. The only witness examined on behalf 
of the management, namely, Sukurnar Siddhanta, stated in his evidence that he 
did not deal with the letter Ex. A in the ol!lce of Superintendent Personnel. T 
find it difficult to rely on Ex. A for following reasons: 

(1) Ex. A is a mere copy and was filed during the course oi the hearing- In 
paragraph 8 of the written statement it was only generally pleaded that th e work- 
man had raised an industrial dispute with the company; that ihe said dispute 
was raised by way of letter Ex- A was not indicated at any singe pilor to the 
point of time when this letter was suddenly produced in the course of hearing, to 
the surprise of the management. 

(ii) The letter was addressed to the Superintendent Personnel. Bui why the 
letter was handed over to the Manager Personnel without any receipt from him 
remains unexplained. If that letter be out of the picture, then the dispute reached 
the Conciliation Officer directly by way of a complaint made by the workmen, as 
appears from the records of the Conciliation Officer forwarded to this Tribunal- 
That attracts the condemnation made by the Supreme Court in the case mentioned 
above. 

9. Turning now to the merits of the case, I do not find much in the Report 
made by the workman to the management on February 17, 1970 (Ex. 14), which 
may go to help him in his rase. He was charged with misappropriation in respect 
of 54 items of store but the letter only covers 9 items. Then again, the letter 
writes that he discovered the shortages on February 12, 1970 but kept silent over 
the matter for some time, the reason being set out hereinbelow, in his own langu- 
age, as in Exhibit 14 : 

"I did not report the matter to the Store Supervisor for a uurllcular reason 
which I can tell you verbally alone— I determined that I cannot re- 
port to anybody except you.” 

At another place of the letter he writes: 

“I told him (meaning Mr. Burman) that some bearing are not in the rack 
though it was checked by you and signed by me. You told me to 
make a list as far as possible. I told him that I will report only to 
MSS at his arrival and not to anybody as this is a seri&us occur- 
ence xxx’ 

This Tribunal gave him further opportunity to explain the reason why he did not 
report ear’ jer. The answer given by him was: 

"I detected a shortage on February 12, 1970 and reported the shortage vide 
Ex. 14 on February 17, 1970. I did not report to the Store verifier. 
He had himself checked the particular goods in respect of which short- 
age had happened a few days earlier.” 

It does not appear from the Bin Cards, Ex. 6 series, that he was the person res- 
ponsible for detecting the shortage which was made by another person whose 
signature I cannot read, see for example Exts. 6(393 and 6(42). I cannot, there- 
fore, proceed on the basis of the hypothesis that he was an honest officer who 
fell victim of pilferage from the godown in his custody and made a report at the 
earliest opportunity. 

10. So far as the enquiry proceedings are concerned. I am not convinced by 
the criticisms made on behalf of the workman- The enquiry proceedings I have 
examined from cover to cover. The workman signed on each page of the proceed- 
ings. He cross-examined a few witnesses but declined to cross-examine P.W. 1, 
3. 0 and 7. The workman in his deposition before the Tribunal stated that he 
put hia signature below the words 'cross-examination declined’, because he did 
know the meaning of the word “decline”. It Is unworthy of acceptance because 
he Is an English knowing person, That the prooeedines were read out appears from 
the evidence of Sukurnar Siddhanta and the endorsement made on the enquiry 
proceedings, which I find no reason to disbelieve. The records were given to the 
workmen but he could not explain In evidence why he did not read the same. I 
■do not therefore find any substances in the contention that there was gross viola- 
tion of the rules of natural iustice in the conduct of the enquiry. 

11. I am now left with the last criticism that others had access to the godown 
and the workman has been made a scape goat for the misdeeds of others. Thlp 
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objection has bee considered by the enquiry officer and his findings on the point 
are set out below; 

“The delinquent in his explanation to the ehargesheet admitted that the 
Bearings etc, of stores had been missing from his charge and those 
were entrusted to him. But he denied misappropriation or theft by 
him- His contention was that since the godown used to be kept open 
frequently by others during his absence and beyond office hours and 
hence this shortage. He also stated that Shri P, Das (PW 21 used to 

work and the Store Supervisor used to supervise his work in godown 

Nos. 1 and 2 also. 

The delinquent also examined one witness in his favour vide DW 1 and 
proved that during the period from 2nd February, 1970 to 1 5th Feb- 
ruary, 1970 PW 2 did overtime on 3 occasions he. on 10th February, 
1970 from 12 noon to 5-30 p.m.; on 11th February, 1970 from 5-30 p.m. 
to 8-30 p.m. and on 14th February, 1970 from 2-30 p.m. to 9 p.m. 

and the delinquent did not work on overtime on any date in the said 

period and he left the stores after the over of normal office hours. 

Thus from the evidence of the D.W. it was found that PW 2 was o n over- 
time job on 2 occasions after night-fall and on both occasions there 
were Tyndal Jamadar or a number of workers with him so the re- 
moval of materials stealthily by PW 2 was not possible and PW 4 
proved that on 10th February, 1970 he locked the stores himself after 
2-30 p.m. and made over the keys to PW 2 near the Petrol pump to 
hand over the same to the Stores Manager. So, on this occasion also 
there was no possibility of P.W. 2 to remove the materials from the 
Stores-” 

Thus, there is a finding based on evidence that although others had aceess to the 
godown, they had no chance of misappropriating them. I do not sit as a Court 
of appeal over the findings of the domestic tribunal, based on relevant evidence. 
I cannot therefore treat the finding against the workman as perverse as was 
contended. 

12. Since all the arguments advanced on behalf of the workman fail. I hold 
that the action of the management of Sodepur Workshop and Stores of Bengal 
Coal Company Ltd. in dismissing Mohan Lai Chatterjee. an Assistant Storekeeper, 
with effect from 22nd April, 1970 was justified. The workman is not entitled to 
any relief. 

This is my award. 

Dated, October 20. 1970, (Sd.) B. N. BANER.TEE, 

Presiding Officer. 
fNo. 6/29/70-LRII.J 

S.O. 3886. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 3). Dhanbad, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the Bhowrah Coke Company, Post Office 
Bhowrah, District. Dhanbad, and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on the 26th October, 1970. 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO 3) 
AT DHANBAD. 

Reference No, 79 of 1968 


Present : 

Sri Sachidanand Slnha, M.A.M.L.. Presiding Officer, 

Parties : 

Employers in relation to the Bhowrah Coke Company and Their workmen. 
Appearances : 

For the Employers. — S/Shri Jaya Narayan and S. S- Kapoor & B, N. Singh, 
Advocates. 

for the workmen.— Sri Shanker Bose, General Secretary. Colliery Mazdoor 
Sangh, 
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Industry: Coal. 


State : Bihar. 


Camp at Puri, dated the 30th September, 1070 
AWARD 

1. The Central Government, being of opinion that an industrial dispute exists 
between the employers in relation to the Bhowrah Coke Company, Post Office 
Bhowrah, District Dhanbad and their workmen, by Its order No. 2/5/67-LRII, 
dated the 3rd of February, 1967 referred to the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal, Dhanbad under Section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
for adjudication the dispute in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule 
annexed thereto. The Schedule is extracted below: — - 

Schedule 

(a) Whether the termination of employment of Shri S, C. Chakravarty, 

General Assistant by the management of Bhowrah Coke Company, 
Post Office Bhowrah, District, Dhanbad with effect from the 6th 
September, 1960 was justified? 

(b) If not, to what relief Is the workman entitled? 

2. The Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Dhanbad registered the refer- 
ence as reference No. 10 of 1967. While the dispute was pending there the Central 
Government by Its order No. 8/25/67-LRII, dated the 8th of May, 1967 transferred 
the dispute to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2, Dhanbad and 
there the reference wa3 registered as reference No. 208 of 1967. The Central 
Government by its subsequent order No. 8/71/68-LRII dated the 13th of August, 
1968 transferred the dispute to this Tribunal and here it has been re-numbered 
as reference No. 79 of 1968. 

3. The-General Secretary, Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh filed written state- 
ment on 28th October, 1968. A rejoinder was also filed on behalf of the work- 
men on 29th March, 1969. The case of the Union is that the concerned workman 
Sri S. C. Chakravarty was employed as a General Assistant In the office of Bhowxa 
Coke Plant. There was no properly functioning Trade Union of workers working 
in Bhowra Coke Plant resulting In great sufferings of the workers due to illegal 
actions of the employers. Therefore, the workers organised themselves into Trade 
Union and informed the management about the formation of the Union along 
with list of elected office bearers of the Union on 4th August, 1960. The list 
of office bearers of the Union was handed over to a representative of the manage- 
ment on 9th August, 1960 by the concerned workman who was elected Secretary 
of the Union. 

4. It Vos Shri S, C. Chakravorty who took the initiative and organised the 
Union and was elected Secretary by the General Body members of the Union for 
which he earned serious displeasure of the management. The management did 
not appreciate the formation of the Union and decided to nip it In the bud by 
victimising the organisers. The management therefore, thought it fit to punish 
Srl Chakravorty so that the general body of workers in general and the organisers 
of the Union in particular may cease to take any further interest in the Union 
affairs causing un-natural death of the Union In its infancy. 

5. The management issued an order of transfer of the services of Sri Chakra- 
vorty from Bhowra Coke Plant to a Firebrick Plant out of Bhowra by letter dated 
16th August. 1960. The concerned workman Sri Chakravorty protested against 
the said order of transfer on two grounds, firstly the services of the workman 
was not transferable and secondly the Firebrick Plant was a separate establishment. 

6. The management was bent upon punishing the concerned workman for his 
trade union activities and suspended him from 20th August, 1960. The manage- 
ment neither held any enquiry nor offered any opportunity to the workman to 
defend his case and with a predetermined motive dismissed the concerned work- 
man Sri Chakravorty from his services by a letter dated 16th September, I960 
and directed him to vacate his quarters within 72 hours. 

7. According to the union the transfer order and subsequent actions of the 
management In dismissing Shri Chakravorty was Illegal, unjustified, malaflde and 
it amounts to victimization for his trade union activities. The Union therefore, 
prayed that it may be declared that the action of the management in terminating 
the services of Sri S. C. Chakravorty, General Assistant is un-justifled and the 
management may he ordered to reinstate the concerned workman In his original 
post of General Assistant with full back wages allowances, bonus and all other 
dues as if he was In employment till the date of reinstatement. 
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8. The employers fl'ed written statement on 30th December, 1968. Their case 
is that the present reference is bad in law. The following stands are taken by 
the employers in paras 3, 4, and 5 ol their written statement which are given 
below: — 

3. that the notification ol the Government ol India withdrawing the 

entrustment of its functions from the Bihar Government in respect 
of the Bhowra Coke Plant is discriminatory and bad in law. 

4. that the dispute referred is not an industrial dispute. 

5. that the Company deals in other lines of business, apart from manu- 

facture of Coke and therefore, is not a “controlled Industry” as 
envisaged under section (2) of the Industries (Development and 
regulation), Act, 1951, and is not an industry specified under sections 
(2)(i) (a) of the Industrial Disputes Act. In a dispute in which the 
Bhowra Coke Company is made a party, the Central Government, 
therefore, is not the “Appropriate Government”. 

9. On facts the case of the management is that the concerned workman Sri 
S. C. Chakravorty was employed in the year 1946 on a salary of Rs. 35 (basic) 
per month. The services of Sri S. C, Chakravorty was most unsatisfactory but 
considering the facts that he was an old employee the management had com- 
passionately allowed him quarter and permitted him to continue In service. 

10. On 16th of August, 1960, the management transferred him to Its firebrick 
plant at Kumarjuri posting him as a clerk and directed him to report to duty 
before the Manager there at 8 a.m. on the 18th August, i960 on following terms; — 

(a) Free quarters. 

(.b) Emoluments then enjoyed to continue. 

(c) An additional personal allowance of Rs. 10.00 per month. 

11 . But Sri S. C. Chakravorty denied this valid and lawful order of transfer 
and on his non-compliance with the Company’s order of transfer, the Company 
by its letter dated 20th August, I960 suspended him on a subslstance allowance of 
Rs. 45 per month and again requested him to vacate the quarter which he was 
occupying. 

12. A departmental enquiry was he'd on the 26. h August, I960. Tn the 

departmental proceeding Sri S, C. Charavorty maintained that his service was 
not transferable and inspite of repeated directions Sri Chakravorty, the concerned 
workman refused to join his duty ut Kumarjuri. The management was left with 
no course other than terminating the services of the concerned workman Sri 
Chakra’ nrtv v ith cTect Rom 6th of September, af U r having held a lull 

scale enquiry and after having given Sri Chakravorty every opportunity to explain 
his conduct. 

13. Therefore, according to the management the concerned workman Sri S. C. 
Chakravorty is not entitled to any relief. 

14. On behalf of the management 2 witnesses were examined viz. MW-1 Sri 
C. S. Mukherjee, who is Works Manager of Bhowra Coke Comnany and MW-2 
Sri Khedu Mahato. They also filed 25 items of documents which are exhibited 
as Ext. M-l to M-15. On behalf of the Union only one witness WW-1 Sri S. C, 
Chakravorty, the concerned workman was examined and 23 items of documents 
were filed and they are marked as Ext. W-l to W-23. 

15. The point for determination is whether the management was justified in 
terminating the services of Sri S C. Chakravorty, the concerned workman with 
effect from the flth of September, 1960? 

16. T shall first deal with the pointr ol law raised on behalf of the manage- 
ment in nara 4 of their written statement. The obierlion taken bv the management 
is that the dispute referred to is not an industrial dispute. The case of the 
management is that it was an individual dispute as it was In respect to one 
individual workman. Sri S. C. Chakravorty, the concerned workman was dis- 
missed with effect from the 6th of September, i960 vide Ext, M-4. 

17. The case of the management Is that his case was not sponsored by the 
Bhowra Coke Plant Workers Union which was only union then in existence and 
that there was no such ujiton known as Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh 
on 8tb Pent ember, loan when the workman was dismissed and that the Bhowra 
Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh was registered on the 27th of December, 1960 
and that the concerned workman Sri Chakravorty informed the management 
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regarding the formation of Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh on the 26th 
of September, 1960 (vide Ext. M-16). 

18- Therefore, the case of the management is that on 6th September, 1960 when 
the concerned workman was dismissed tho Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva 
Sangh was not in existence and tho case of the concerned workman was not 
taken up by the Bhowra Coke Plant worker’s Union which was the only union in 
existence on 6th September, 1960 and therefore, it is an individual dispute. 

19- It is well settled that a dispute between an employer and a single employee 
coUid become an industria, dispute even if it is taken up by a number of work- 
men. Before a dispute can be called industrial dispute it must have the backing 
of substantial number of employees. Where the union takes up the cause of an 
individual workmen it signifies a concerted action on the part of the workman 
who are the members of that union. 

20. In the case of Indian Cable Co. Ltd. and its workmen, reported in 1962(1) 
L.L.J., page 409 it has been observed by their Lordships that the dispute of a 
single workman would become industrial dispute when it is sponsored by a Union 
or by a considerab’e number of workmen, although no hard and fast rule can be 
laid down to the number of workmen which must depend on the facts and nature 
of dispute in each case. 

21. The case of the Union is that the concerned workman was a member of 
Bihar Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh on the date of his dismissal i.e. on 6th 
September 1960. The failure of conciliation report shows that the dispute was 
raised by the Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh and they sponsored the case of the 
concerned workman before the Assistant Labour Commissioner. 

22. Before the Assistant Labour Commissioner the objection raised by the 
mmiagcm"nt was that the Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh was not a recognised 
union. The Assistant Labour Commissioner by his letter dated 23rd of Decem- 
ber, 1960 had informed the management that even a union which is not recognised 
can vgise a 1 . ;pute in respect of the workmen who are their members (vide Ext. 
W-13). 


73 The 0.', - of the Union is that, the Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh was 
organised on the 4th of August. 1960. Ext. W-20 is the membership register of 
Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh for the year 1960. According to the 
Union it co- ;h ,u ■ -s or the initiai members. This register a’so shows 

that ji was examined bv the Inspector of trade union on 19th September I960- 
Ext. W-21 is also membership register for the year 1960 and it also contains the 
resolution by which the Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh was constituted- 

24, According to the resolution it was constituted by a resolution which was 
unanimously passed at the general meeting held at Bhowra on the 4th of August, 
1960 and on the 4th of August, 1960 the Union, namely Bhowra Coke Plant Maz- 
door Seva Sangh was formed. This register (Ext. W-21) is also inspected by one 
Mr. Ha.ssan. Inspector of Trade Union, There can not be any doubt about the 
genuineness of these 2 registers (Ext. W-20 and 21) as they are inspected by the 
Inspector of Trade Union. 

25- Ext. W-23 is the register of membership of Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor 
Seva Sangh for the period from November, 1960 to December. 1969. It shows the 
names of members of all the years stated above, The case of the union is that 
this Union was registered on the 27th of December, 1960 (vide Ext. W-ll) and 
that It was later on affiliated to the Indian National Trade Union Congress on the 
7th of August, 1961 (vide Ext. W-14). 

26. Ext. W-15 is the General Secretary’s report for the year 1969 for Indian 
National Mine Workers Federation and it shows that the Coke Plant Mazdoor 
Seva Sangh, Bhowra was affiliated with It (vide Ext. W-15 page 74, item No. 6). 
Ext. W-16 is a letter addressed by the concerned workman Sri S. C. Chakravorty 
to the management. It is dated 9th of August, 1960. By this letter the concerned 
workman Sri S. C, Chakravorty informed the management that on the 4th of 
August, I960 the Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh was constituted. The 
case of the Union is that this letter was handed over personally to Sri M. Das 
Gupta. P.A. to the Works Manager on the same date i.e. on 9th August, 1960 and 
a receipt was obtained from him (vide Ext. W-17). On the other hand the case 
of the management is that they did not receive any such letter as Ext. W-16 and 
that Ext. W-17 is not genuine. 

27. The circumstances show that the concerned workman Sri S. C. Chakravorty 
submitted the letter Ext. W-16 to the management on the 9th at August, 1900 
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Informing them that an Union was formed known as Bhowra Coke Plant Mazdoor 
Seva Sangh on the 4th of August, 1960. Ext- W-16 therefore, shows that the 
management was Informed about the formation of the Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva 
Sangh on the 9th of August, 1960. 

28. The evidence discussed above goes to show that the Coke Plant Mazdoor 
Seva Sangh was organised on the 4th of August, 1960 and therefore, this Union 
was in existence on the date the concerned workman was dismissed i-e. on 6th 
September 1960 and the dispute was raised by that Union and they espoused the 
cause of the concerned workman before the Assistant Labour Commissioner. The 
dispute, therefore, has been taken up by the Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh and 
it has become an Industrial dispute- I therefore, answer this point in favour of 
the Union. 

29. It is further stated on behalf of the management that in the dispute in 
which Bhowra Coke Company is made a party, the Central Government Is not 
the appropriate Government because the Company deals in other lines of business 
apart from manufacture of coke and therefore, is not a controlled industry as 
envisaged under section 2 of the Industrial (Development and regulation) Act, 1961 
and Is not an Industry specified under Section 2(1) (a) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 


30. In this connection I mention briefly the facts giving rise tothis reference. 

31. In a previous dispute the State Government by its order dated 11th of 
November, 1961 referred the dispute to the Labour Court, Ranchi. But the Labour 
Court held that the State Government had no jurisdiction to make such reference 
under section 10(l)(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Thereupon the State 
Government issued another notification dated the 24th of February, 1964 referring 
the industrial dispute to the Labour Court, Ranchi for decision. 

32- In that dispute between the management of Bhowra Coke Plant and their 
workmen concerning the dismissal of Sri S, C. Chakravorty, being reference No. 6 
of 1964, the management filed written statement (vide Ext. W-l) and In para one 
Of that written statement the management stated that the Bhowra Coke Plant 
Which was engaged in manufacture of production of coke and other derivatives, is 
a controlled industry which has been specified as such by the Central Government 
by a Notification, being S!RO. 68, published in the Gazeiter of India, part — II-Sec. 
3(ii) dated 5th January, 1957 and that as the Bhowra Coke Plant is a controlled 
Industry, the Government of Bihar is not the appropriate authority under section 
2(a) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947- 

33- Ext. W-2 is the judgement of High Court. This matter went upto the High 
Court and was decided by the High Court on the 29th of April, 1986 up-holding 
the contention of the management. The contention of the management in para 1 
and 2 of their written statement was upheld by the High Court. In the previous 
dispute it was admitted by the management that the Bhowra Coke Plant is a 
controlled industry. During the arguments this point was also not seriously 
pressed by the management, and therefore, I hold this point also in favour of the 
Union. 

34. The management in para 3 of their written statement have alleged that 
the Notification of the Government of India withdrawing the entrustment of its 
functions from the Bihar Government in respect of the Bhowra Coke Plant is 
discriminatory and had in law. 

35. Briefly the facts giving rise to this reference may be stated as follows: — 

In 1958, by a notification No S-O. 783 of the 0th May, 1958, the Central Govern- 
ment in exercise of the powers conferred on them by clause (1) of Article 258 of 
the Constitution entrusted with the Government of Bibar the functions of the 
Central Government undeT the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, in so far as they 
related to the Industrial Disnutes concerning the industrial establishments in the 
schedule. One of the establishments so specified was Bhowra Coke Plant of 
Bhowra Coke Company. By a subsequent notification No. S.O. 2465 dated the 4th 
of October. 1960, the Central Government by way of modification of the previous 
notification omitted Bhowra Coke Plant of Bhowra Coke Company from the list 
of industrial establishments In in resnect of which the Central Government’s func- 
tion was entrusted with the State Government. In consenuence of this amended 
notication the State Government ceased to have jurisdiction to exercise the func- 
tion of the Central Government in so far as it related to industrial disputes con- 
cerning Bhowra Coke Plant of BhoWTa Coke Company. 
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38 This matter was subsequently decided by the High Court on the 29th of 
-April, 1986 that the dispute will not come under the perview of the State Govern- 
ment and that the State Government could not make a valid reference either in 
1901 or in 1964, so far as this industrial establishment is concerned (aide Ext. W-2), 

37. Ext. M-2 is the copy of the notification No, S.O. 2465 dated the 4th of 
October. 1960. published in the Gazette of India. By this notication the Central 
Government by way of modification of previous notification omitted Bhowra Coke 
Plant of Bhowra Coke Company from the list of industrial establishment in respect 
of which the Central Government’s function was entrusted with the State Govern- 
ment. 

38. The management has challenged Ext. M-2 as unconstitutional and violating 
the principle laid down in Article 14 of the Constitution. The management have 
challenged the vires of the notification dated 4th October, 1960 (Ext. M-2), fie. they 
have challenged the constitutionality of notification dated 4th October, 1960. 

39. The case of the management Is that it is not open to the Government to 
differentiate and discriminate between the parties similarly placed and circum- 
stanced in every respect and in this connection they have invoked article 14 of 
the Constitution which runs as follows : 

“The State shall not deny to any person equality before the law or the 
equal protection of the laws within the territory of India”. 

40. Article 14 confers a right by enacting a prohibition which in form, at 
least, Is absolute. But Article 14 as interpreted by the courts, would run In some 
nuch words as these: "The State shall not deny to any person equality before the 
law or equal protection of the law provided that nothing herein contained shall 
prevent the State from making a law based on or involving a classification found- 
ed on an intelligible differentia having a rational relation to the object sought to 
be achieved by the law.” 

41. It Is now well settled that law in Article 14 is not confined to the law enacted 
by legislature, but includes any order or notification. Thus Article 14 protects a 
person not only against legislation but also against executive orders of notifica- 
tion. 

42. The true meaning and scope of Article 14 has been explained in several 
decisions of the Supreme Court. They were referred to and their effect summaris- 
ed by Das C. -T. in Dalmla’s case reported in 1959 S.C.R., 279. The following pro- 
positions are established by Dalmia’s case and the other cases to which it refers : 

(a) Article 14 condemns discrimination not only by substantive law but by a 
law of procedure. 

(b) Article 14 forbids class legislation but does not forbid classification. 

(c) Permissible classicatlon must satisfy two conditions, namely. 

(1) it must be founded on an intelligible differentia which distinguishes persons 
or things that are grouped together from other left out of the group, and 

(ii) the differentia must have a rational relation to the object sought to be 
achieved by the statute in question. 

(d) Even a single individual may be in a class by himself on account of some 
special circumstances or reasons applicable to him and net applicable to others; 
a law may be constitutional even though it relates to a single individual who is in 
a class by himself; 

(e) There is always a presumption in favour of the constitutionality of an en- 
actment and the burden Is upon him who attacks it to show that there has been 
a clear transgression of the constitutional principles.” 

43. As stated above in the previous dispute the State Government by its order 
dated the 11th of Novemher. 1961 referred the dispute to the Labour Court, Ranchi, 
But the Labour Court, Ranchi held that the State Government had no jurisdiction 
to make a reference nndcr Section ’lO(tVd) of Ihe Industrial Disputes Act. There- 
fore. the State Government issued another notication referring the said industrial 
dispute to the Labour Court, Ranchi for decision and It was numbered as reference 
No- 5 of 1964. 

44. In the written statement filed by the management before the Labour Court, 
Ranchi the stand of the management was that the Bhowra Coke Plant is a con- 
trolled Industry, and that the State Government was not the appropriate authority 
under section 2(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Subsequently the matter 
was decided by the High Court on the 29th of April, 1966 that the dispute will 
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not come under the pervlew of the State Government and it was also held that 
the State Government can not make a valid reference so far as this industrial 
establishment Is concerned, 

45- In this connection it is to be noted that In the year 1958 by a notification 
No. S.O. 783 of the 0th May, 1958, the Central Government in exercise of the 
powers conferred on them by clause (1) of Art. 258 of the Constitution entrusted 
with the Government of Bihar the functions of the Central Government under the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 In so far as they re’ated to the Industrial Disputes 
concerning the industrial establishments in the schedule. 

46. One of the establishments so specified was Bhowra Coke Plant of Bhowra 
Coke Company. By a subsequent notification No- S.O. 2465 dated the 4th October, 
1900. the Central Government by way of modification omitted Bhowra Coke Plant 
of Bowra Coke Company from the list of Industrial establishments in respect of 
which the Central Government’s function was entrusted with the State Government. 

47. In consequence of this amended notification the State Government ceased 
to have jurisdiction to exercise the function of the Central Government in so far 
as it related to industrial disputes concerning Bhowra Coke Plant of Bhowra Coke 
Company- 

48. The High Court at Patna on the 29th of April, I960 relying on the validity 
of the notification No. S.O- 2405 dated the 4th October, I960 (Ext. M-2) held that the 
dispute will not come under the perview of the State Government and that the 
State Government could not make a valid reference so far as this industrial es- 
tablishment is concerned. And this was the stand of the management in reference 
No. 5 of 1964- 

49. The management is therefore, estopped from taking the plea contrary to their 
own earlier stand. By taking this stand that the Central Government is the ap- 
propriate Government in the previous dispute in reference No. 5 of 1964 before 
the Labour Court, Ranchi, it is not open to the management to challenge the vires 
of the aforesaid notification (Ext. M-2) in the present reference. 

50- The management has accepted the position in the written statement in 
refernece No. 5 of 1964 before the Labour Court, Ranchi. There is no warrant 
for the suggestion that such discretion will be exercised by the appropriate Gov- 
ernment arbitrarily or capriciously so as to prejudice the interests of tnv of the 
parties concerned. 

51. In this view of the case I am of the opinion that there is no substance in 
tlie contention of th e management that the notification (Ext. M-2) Is unconstitutional 
and void as Infringing the fundamental rights guaranteed under Article 14 
of the Constitution. 

52. I now come to the merit of the case of the respective parties. The case 
of the Union is that the transfer order and subsequent action of the management 
in dismissing Sri S. C. Chakravorty was mala fide and amounts to victimization for 
his Trade Union activities. 

53. The case of the Union is that by an unanimous resolution at a general 
meeting of the Bihar Coke Plant Mazdoor held on 4th August, 1960 the present 
union was formed. In this connection they have filed Ext. W-21, the membership 
register for the year 1960 containing that resolution. 

54. By letter dated 9th August, 1960, by Sri S. C. Chakravorty, the concerned 
workman, the management was informed about the formation of this Bhowra Coke 
Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh (vide Ext., W-16). Therefore, according to the union in- 
timation regarding formation of the Union was communicated by letter dated 9th 
August, 1960 (Ext. W-16) and the same was delivered to the P.A. of the Works 
Manager on 9th August, 1960 and a receipt was obtained from the P.A. to the 
Works Manager vide Ext. W-17). 

55. Immediately after this the concerned workman Sri S. C. Chakravorty was 
transferred from the Bhowra Coke Plant to the Fire Brick Plant at Kumarjuri by 
letter dated 16th of August, 1960 and he was asked to join at Kumarjuri on 18tn 
August, 1960 at 8 A.M. and also to vacate the quarter occupied by him. He was 
allowed his present emoluments plus personal allowance of Rs. 10 per month. On 
receipt of this letter of transfer Sri S- C. Chakravoily, the concerned workman 
protested by letter datad 17th of August. 1960 (vide Ext. W-7). In that letter he 
alleged that he was employee of the Coke Plant and that according to the service 
condition he was not transferable to any other plants and that he was being trans- 
ferred for his trade union activities and that the order of transfer is mala fide. 
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56. He was thereupon ehargesheetcd ( vide Ext. W-8) un the 20th of August, 
1960. He was charged with misconduct for wilful disobedience and failure, neglect 
and refusal to obey lawful order of transfer. He replied to the chargesheet in 
which he alleged that he was an employee of the Bhowra Coke Plant and that 
the order of his transfer to some other plant elsewhere could not at all arise that 
that the fire bricks plant was altogether a separate establishment and he can not. 
be transferred to the fire bricks plant. 

57. It appears that after holding the departmental enquiry the management 
terminated the services of the concerned workman Sri S. C. Chakravorty with effect 
from the 6th of September, 1960 (aide Ext. W-10). 

57(A). The management has filed the enquiry proceeding which is Ext. M-22- 
From the enquiry proceeding it appears that no witness was examined on behalf ol 
the management and that only Sri Chakravorty, the concerned workman was exa- 
mined and certain question were put to him by the management to which he 
gave reply. The enquiry proceeding is not signed by the concerned workman Sr 
S- C. Chakravorty. 

58. Ext- M-23 is enquiry report in which it is stated tnat Sri S. C. Chakravorty 
had all along maintained that Bhowra Coke Plant and the Fire Bricks Plant at 
Kumarjuri were two separate establishments and he could not be transferred 
from one establishment to the other. According to the concerned workman Sri S. 
C. Chakravorty no enquiry was held In his presence and that no notice was served 
on him regarding the departmental enquiry- 

59. Ext. W-JO is the letter dated 6th of September, 1960 terminating the services 
of the concerned workman Sri S, C, Chakravorty. This also does not mention that 
the enquiry was held by the Works Manager on the 26th of August, 1160 in his 
presence. No witness was examined by the management in the departmental pro- 
ceeding and there Is no evidence that any notice of enquiry was issued by the 
management fixing the time and date of enquiry. 

oil. In this connection I may refer the Supreme Court case of Associated Cement 
Companies Ltd. and the workmen and another, reported in 1963(2 iL.L.J,, page 396 
There the Lordship observed as follows: — 

"It is necessary to emphasise that in domestic enquiries the employer should 
take steps first to lead evidence against the workman charged, give an 
opportunity to the workman to cross-examine the said evidence and 
then should the workman be asked whether he vents to give any 
explanation about the evidence led against him. It seems to us that 
it is not fair in domestic enquiries against industrial employees that at 
the very commencement of the enquiry, the employee should be close- 
ly cross-examined even before any other evidence is led against him. 
In dealing with domest’c enquires he'd in such industrial matters, we 
cannot overlook the fact that in a large majority of cases, employees 
are likely to be ignorant, and so, it Is necessary rot to expose them to 
the risk of cross-examination in the manner adopted in the enquiry 
proceedings in the instant case ” 

01. In this view of the case I find that the enquiry conducted by the manage- 
ment in this esse was neither proper nor fair. 

02- The transfer order was passed by the management Immediately after the 
formation of the Coke Plant Mazdoor Seva Sangh and the evidence adduced before 
me goes to show that the order of transfer was not bona fide, but was passed in 
order to victimise the concerned workman Sri S. C. Chakravorty. 

63. The stand taken by the union Is that Sri S. C. Chakravorty could not have 
been transferred from Bhowra Coke Plant to the Fire Brick Plants at Kumarjuri 
because they are two separate Industrial establishments and by service condition of 
Sri Chakravorty, his post was not transferable to any other Industrial establish- 
ment, and as such the transfer order of the concerned workman transferring him 
from Bhowra Coke Plant to Fire Brick Plants at Kumarjuri was unjustified, illegal 
and mala fide. According to the Union Sri S- C. Chakravorty, the concerned work- 
man was an employee of the Bhowra Coke Plant and he was governed by the 
service condition as mentioned in the certified standing orders (Ext, M-18), which 
is in respect to all the employees of the Coke Plant, situated at Bhowra. The 
case of the Union is that the Standing Order Ext. M-18 is not in respect to the em- 
ployees of Fire Bricks Plant at Kumarjuri. 
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64 . In this connection I give below the nature ol the establishment viz. 
Bhowra Coke Plant and Bhowra Fire Birck Plant as has transpired from the evi- 
dence of MW-1 Sri C. S. Mukherjee, the Woks Manager of Bhowra Coke Company. 
He has stated in his evidence that in the year 1946 the Bhowra Coke Co. took the 
lease from the Eastern Coal Co. and they were the lessee of the Eastern Coal Co. 
From his evidence it appears that the Fire Brick Plant v. as not In existence when 
the Eastern Coal Co. granted the lease in the year 1946 and that the Fire Brick 
Plant was not In their original lease. It appears that the Fire Brick Plant came in 
existence after the lease was granted to the Bhowra Coke Co. In the year 1946. 

65. In the year 1966 the Eastern Coal Co. sold the proprieties to M/s. Karamchand 
Thapar & Bros. (P) Ltd. and that the Karamchand Thapar & Bros. (Pj Ltd. be- 
came the owner of the lease-hold property and they objected to the continuance of 
the Fire Brick Plant at Bhowra and they also brought a case in this connection 
prohibiting the Fire Plant at Bhowra and they obtained injunction from the 
Court in that connection. Ultimately the Fire Brick Plant at Bhowra was closed 
and in the year 1957 it was shifted at Kumarjuri which is at a distance of 30 
miles from Bhowra. 

60. He further stated that Bhowra Coke Co. is the propriety concern of which 
Sri S. K. Roy is the sole proprietor and similarly the Fire Brick Plant is also a 
propriety concern and is owned by Sri S. K. Roy. 

67. It is not disputed that the ownership of Bhowra Cokp Plant and Fire 
Brick Plant is in the same person viz. Sri S. K. Roy who is the proprietor. Sub- 
sequently the Fire Brick Plant at Kumarjuri has been sold to 3rd party between 
the period 1962 to 1964. 

68. No paper has been filed on behalf of the management to show that the 
workmen of Bhowra Coke Plant and Bhowra Fire Brick Plant are interchangeable. 
No paper has also been filed in order to show that the workmen of Bhowra Coke 
Plant were engaged in erecting Fire Brick Plant. According to the Union the Coke 
Plant and Fire Brick Plant were concerns having no connection with each other. 

69. Therefore, here we find that they were two different industrial establish- 
ments one at Bhowra in respect to Coke Plant and other at Kumarjuri in respect 
to the Fire Brick Plant. Though they were owned by the same proprietor but 
they were functioning at two different places i.e. one at Bhowra manufactures 
Coke and other at Kumarjuri manufactures Fire Brick and as such they are sepa- 
rate industrial establishments. 

70. The question as to whether Industrial establishments owned by 
by the same management constitute separate units or one esta- 
blishment has been considered by the Supremen court on several 
objections, Although several factors are relevant in deciding this ques- 
tion, yet it is important to bear in mind that the significance or importance of 
these relevant factors would not be the same in each case. Whether or not the two 
units constitute one establishment or really two separate and Independent units, 
must be decided on the facts of each case. 

71. In this particular case I find that the industrial establishments are situated 
at two different places, manufacturing different products and therefore, I hold that 
the industrial establishment at Bhowra was one industrial establishment and that 
the industrial establishment at Kumarjuri was a separate industrial establishment 
and therefore, the order of transfer dated the 16th of August, 1900 (Ext. M-6) was 
mala jide, unjust and illegal and that It was passed as an act, of unfair labour 
practice and victimization of the concerned workman Sri S. C. Chakravorty for his 
union activities. 

72. In this view of the case I hold that the termination of the concerned work- 
man Sri S. C. Chakravorty, General Assistant by the management of Bhowra Coke 
Company with effect from the 0th of September, IffuO was not justified. Sri 
Chakravorty, the concerned workman is therefore, entitled to be reinstated with 
fuU back wages, allowances, bonus and all other dues as if he was in employment 
all throughout from the date of his suspension till his reinstatement, 

73. This is my award. It may now be submitted to the Central Government 
under Section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1917. 

I (Sd.) Sachidanand Sinha, 

Presiding Officer. 
[No. 2/5/67-LRII.] 
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ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 27 th October 1970 

S.O. 3687 . — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of Benalee 
Colliery, Post Office Nandi, District Burdwan and their workmen in respect of 
the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-sec- 
tion (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Industrial 
Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“(1) Whether the management of Benalee Colliery, Post Office Nandi, Dis- 
trict Burdwan was justified in declaring a lock-out with effect from 
the 6th August, 1970 and continuing the same upto the 28th August, 
1970? 

(2) Whether the action of the management of Benalee Colliery, Post Office 

Nandi, District Burdwan in declaring a closure of the colliery with 
effect from the 29th August, 1970 as per their notice dated the 28th 
August, 1970 is legal and justified? 

(3) To what relief are the workmen entitled to in the two cases above?’’ 

[No. 6/55/70-LRII.] 

WTiST 

fifforfft, 27 1970 

WTTo WTo 3 6 87. — fid: fifi fiffi % f*P TfinW 

MfifW ffififif % fife: if fififfiff fefifiWTfi, fiTfiRT fifef, ffefiT fififilfi $ fififilfifi R 
ffifiTfife sffe TR% RhfeuTt % sfYfi try: ^ferfffifi ffififfi ffiilRTfi I ; 

sffe Rfi: %feffi rtttt tr fed ft fe RTfiffife gfi % %r ffiffw 

STfi:, STfi, RVfitffi’fi ffiRTR ^rffififi, 19 47( 1 9 17 TT 1 4 ) ’fftHTTf 1 0 BfitTHT 
( 1 ) % gn (sj) JRT STTff wffififiT fifi RfiTfi Tdfi f rr, %RffR RTfiTR tTfififiTTf RRR fafiTT 

-yfFr Rffiffififi fiff EfKT 7-RT % Rfife fifed fiffftffiT R’fsrfiT'fi, RH'dirff fill RTfiftfifififi 

% ferfi fefefalcf RFfiff t I 


<J ( 1 ) fifif R f t 'll fi 1 m " f e'j ! e , ■sj'tidT fifef, ftm fififiPT, % X RR 6 ^ffiRT, 

1 970 % d PTR '^ T Rlffifi RTTfiT *ffe Tff 28 5ffiW, 1 970 ffifi Rift Wfif 
RTfitffifi fit ? 

( 2 ) wr tfiidff dfffiBWrfi, imi fifeY feffirf fififipf % tRBjfra' dff fifefa 

28 STfiR, 1970 Rffiff % ^TfifiR fiTfifiPSTfi fift 29 Rfifid, 1970 ft 
tpfi fifet tffe RTfitffifi | ? 

(3) TTfdfi fit filfifif ff *t4di| V. ffifi SPpflfi % | ?” 

[Ro e/ 55 / 70-TfiT.ddTT.- 2 
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New Delhi, the 28 th October 1970 

S.O, 3888. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management, Ban kola 
Colliery, Post Office Ukhra, District Burdwan and their workmen in respect of 
the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Industrial 
Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the management of Bankola Colliery of Messrs Burrakur Coal 
Company Limited, Post Office Ukhra, District Burdwan was justified 
in stopping from work Shri Rama Show, Cleaning Mazdoor from the 
17th April, 1170?” 

“If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

[No. 1/45/70- LRIL] 

Ts fowt, 28 K, 1970 

<ffTo WT° 3688. — TO: TEUT WTOWT TO TTT £ fT TTOW TO if fafMsre 

fawf % ^ TOfrorr, ?iw w<jtt, fron tItto % ttojto »T tuto fqqla p pf 

v\r. TO% TOfTOTf % TtW TO fTOK from IT £ ; 

Sfft TO: %'TrT TOR WTO fTOPT TO TOTWfdTTO % fw<r fMffw TORT WftSd'Yh 

to:, w, TrtdrfdT frorc srfiTfwTO , 1947 ( 1947 to 14 ) mro 10 ffV 
tor ( 1 ) % irrs («r) sm tow srfroTi wt to>t to^ $*, totot 
wro fTOTO wto wWtott arm 7 -t % to>t wfow sf’tefffTOF wfuroTT, tottott 
TOP lfTOTTO % fTOCT ffiffSET TOdt % I 


"TTT #T# TUfT TOT TOT fit fwfTOW, TOTOTT TORT, fTOTI *rfTOT JJ»TT 
WtfTOTt % TOTOTO TTTT «ft TUT Sit, TOfVfTO ETT^T Wt 1 7 1 970 ?T TOT ?2TOT 

uufTfro wr ? zrfe wii, eft tottot fror tottw to sw 1 1" 

[do 1 / 4 5 / 7 OTTO-WIT- 2 ] 

S.O. 3689. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of South 
BuUiari Kendwadih Colliery of Messrs East Indian Coal Company Limited, Post 
Office Kusunda (Dbanbad) and their workmen in respect of the matters specified 
In the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal (No. 2) Dhanbad constituted under section 7A of the 
said Act, 

Schedule 

"Whether the action of the management of South Bulliarl Kendwadih 
Colliery of Messrs East Indian Coal Company Limited, Post Office 
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Kusunda (Dhanbad) in suspending Shri S. D. Choubey, Mining Sirdar 
(E.B. No. 33520) from the 3rd January, 1970 to 9th January, 1970 as 
a measure of punishment is justified? If not, to what reiief is the 
workman concerned entitled?” 

[No. 2/83/70-LRII.] 

Wo WTo 36 89- — W: ksfW RRMT qft ypT | f% it 

frfafw farq-JT % dTt it fk ^fepi qkf kkt fkkk, TTRTT (tJRSn?) 

iff TfSTT rfk'TFTT I Hi H % tHFRck H wk wtwTf 

$ dt?r f[yr wfafrfkr fkriT ftrsnirH 

Wk W: kjf W TOTT ■d'tri frTlT qtt 'RTtrf'T'k'T % fit 0 fdflfPtffi O' Li T qtlS'fk 

Rtrsreft ?; 

w;, w, wkkRfkrn? wfafkrr, 1947 ( 1947 w 1 4) k srm 10 k ^rqr- 
httt ( 1 ) % ’spr (sr) tkt qrfwff w RTk qrk %nfta rtwt ont^ira gw 
fkrrc w gw trfafm-rv qfr hrj 7-t % watr Tfw %^tk titw sfto'tfw srfsRTRi 
(Ro 2) EPWTT k % feT(T Weft | | 

w^t 

“wr ftr ttt Rfr-ft Mvk, swr (uwi) k sfsRT 

% RFHiR k «ff TTTo Jfo (t° Vfo tfo 

33 52 0) 3Wtt, 1970 It 9Wkt, 1 9 7 0 cffiT fRHfPW *fkt *Ft wtf- 

TfijTT WRTtfW | ? life eft RiffacI WIWT fwi WTcfk W fRIR £ ? ” 

[Ro 2/83/7 0 -^WP;-Il] 

8.0. 3690. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of Victory 
Colliery (M.J. Goup) of Messrs Coal Products Private Limited, Post Office 
Nutandanga, District Burdwan and their workmen in respect of the matters speci- 
fied in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-sec- 
tion ( 1 ) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said 
Act. 


Schedule 

"Whether the management of Victory Colliery (M.J, Group) of Messrs Coal 
Products Private Limited, Post Office Nutandanga, District BUrdwwn 
was justified in dismissing Shri S. M. Ghosh, Overman from the 2nd 
January, 1970. If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

[No. 6/40/70-LR.II.] 

Wo WT° 309 0 —W: kfPT RTTFR k TFT § fr ’ ’RHf RTISTd it 

fkq-tft mk ^ krtf qrkr kRRr TTrk Mrls, trvt ski, fkn 
qft fkzft qfkRWR (k° itt) % TRvk it Rrsra fwkrqff wk wtwfr % 
c(<ti wkftfki fVm ? fkj h i -T 

wk w: rtvit -m fkrr qfr ^rqiktq'ET fav fwfki qrwr g ft g dk 



5182 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: NOVEMBER 14, 1970/KARTKA 23, 1892 [Part II — 


wt, w, forrc srfErfsraw 1 947 ( 1 947 m 1 4 ) sro 1 0 ^ otottt 

( 1) (sr) ifnr 5TTvT wfrrft tt iptPt ttt %r3fPi toix ttt farR 

sj<tn wfafrR’^T *Ft stilt 7 -wi 4 trtfln Tfeci •tvalq rtttl aTi riff' 1 t r v(V+7\ , i , 
dl RPTfadipT % ftrr fTTf^rT TL=fr | 1 

"wr Jm4 TtT 5ftw*r snwi fafriT tplnt H/tttptt, fwT wiw\H dt fw4 
TPTTRTH' (tufo IJT) % T^FSPET TT sfr t^o TTWo 4H, STtETOTT *P~t 
2 1 97 0 4 TTajT TL7TT 'TFTtfdd «TT ? tffe 4t t4tK fan 

STdcflT TT fRRF | ?" 

[4o 6/40/70 tT?T WF-II] 
New Delhi , the 3rd November 1970 

S.O. 3691. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of Messrs Oil 
India Limited, Duliajan and their workmen in respect of the matters specified 
in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And, whereas, the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 7A and clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
the Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal with Shri 
G. N, Borah as Presiding Officer, with headquarters at Dibrugarh and refers the 
said dispute for adjudication to the said Industrial Tribunal. 

Schedule 

"Whether the dismissal of Shri Sadanand Deka, Regd. No. 9/0907, by the manage- 
ment of Oil India Limited, Duliajan was justified? If not, to what relief is he 
entitled?" 

[No. 25/1Q/69-LR.IV.J 

P. C. MISHRA, Under Secy. 

facrTf 3 197 0 

«FTo ?Tfo 3 69L-7RfT%^Tfl7^L#T?LFTtfo^R4TTTTR'Wrf4R' : 4t , Tt 
if fjpjpr 4 t? or faTri % tf 4 tutu 'zfferT ftrfirTL jfFOWd % hsfnt 4 
fadYnn sffr ttt ttttlt % vr vWtfTT fwnt fawn | ■ 

sftr, snr, fd %rpt ftttl fwR rut % fdr TrejqTr drrnfr %, 

w:, SFT, sfRflftRP fTTK 1 947 ( 1947 1 4) % 7-T kflT tS'R 

1 0 % ( 1 ) Tt STITT (sf) 3TTT TTrT 5lf=RPff *TT TPTpT TTff |TT, %BfpT flTTTT 

rrTTjFJ UfUTTF Tfep TL/fl | fuTT 'TTSTTfPT 5rfkTrft Tpo sflTT? 

^FT, fdw+ l TFTFTF fTTTJ if PIT tfF 3TT fTTTT TFT wkftfTT ’TftPF’M Tf % fair 
VT^Rfl | I 

rttf ^fTn jfpTrrspT % smr sttt Lfsn-j* 4 o 

9/0 90 7 qff ?TIT[P<d «ft ? Tfe fit faPT | ? 

[4o 25( 10)/69-t[?rtm.-4] 

ifto fw, WTT I 
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(Department of Labour & Employment) 

New Delhi, the 30th October 1970 

S.O. 3692. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Industrial Tribunal No. 2, Bombay, in the industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the New Great Insurance Company of India Limited, 
Nagpur and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
the 22nd October, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, 

AT BOMBAY 

Reference No. CGIT-2/13 of 1069 

Employers in relation to The New Great Insurance Company of India 
Limited, Nagpur 


And- 

Their Workman 

pjjgTrtPP. 

Shrl N. K. Vanl, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

For the employer — 1. Shri N. B, Mor, Advocate. 

2. Shrl P. N. Majumdar, Sub -Divisional Manager. 

For the ivorkman — 1. Shri S. J. Chewda, Advocate. 

2. Shri R. S. Kale, Workman, 

Industry; General Insurance State: Maharashtra 

Dated the 9th October, 1970 

AWARD 

By order No. 40/5/69-LR-HI (LR-I) dated 10th September 1909 the Govern- 
ment of India, in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation 
(Department of Labour and Employment) in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947) referred to this Tribunal for adjudication, an industrial dis- 
pute existing between the emloyers in relation to New Great Insurance Co. of 
India Ltd., Nagpur and their workman in respect of the matter specified in the 
schedule, mentioned below: — 

Schedule 

“Whether the management of the New Great Insurance Company of India 
Limited, Nagpur was justified' in terminating the services of Shri 
R. S. Kale, with effect from the 3rd August, 1968? If not, to what 
relief is he en titled ?’’ 

2 . On the receipt of the reference, notices were issued to the parties to file 
their written statemnts. 

3- In pursuance of the notice, the New Great Insurance Company of India Limited 
(hereinafter referred to as ‘the Company’) has filed written statement at Ex. 1/B 
on 13th October 1969 and rejoinder Ex. 3/E on 28th November 1969. 

4. Shri R. S. Kale, the workman, has filed written statement at Ex. 2/W oir 
28th October 1969 and rejoinder at Ex. 4/W on 26th November 1969.' 

5. After the receipt of written statement and rejoinders from both the parties, 
the reference was fixed for hearing at Nagpur on 28th Decembeu 1989. The 
same date was changed to 7th January 107(1. 

6 . On 19th December 1969, application Was received from the Workman for 
calling upon the company to produce documents mentioned in application at 
Ex. 5/W. On 7th January 1970, after hearing both the parties, the Tribunal 
passed the following order below Ex, 5/W. 

“The employer to keep all documents ready ip their office at Nagpur and 
allow inspection of the same to the employee or his advocate within 
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19 days from today. After inspecting the documents concerned, 
the employee should file necessary statement. The employer should 
also file necessary statement. Thereafter the order regarding pro- 
duction will be considered.” 

7- On the same day further order was passed below this application as fol- 
lows: — 

“As regards the documents already available in Nagpur office, inspection 
be given immediately. As regards the other documents inspection 
should be given as soon as they become available in office. The 
employer should keep all documents mentioned above ready with 
them for production'of them in Court as and when ordered to do so. 
Both parties to take note of this order.” 

8. On 18th February 1970, the workman gave application Ex. 7/W making 
some grieyances about inspection of documents to be given to him by the em- 
ployer. He prayed that inspection be given as per order already passed and that 
the company be ordered to produce all documents in the Court, 

9. After hearing the objections of both the sides the following order was. 
passed: — . 

“In the first instance, inspection of Shri Kale’s record and his agents for 
the period from 1965 to 1968 be given to him. Necessary papers be 
kept ready for production in Court, if so ordered.” 

10. Thereafter this case was adjourned for hearing on 21st April 1970. On 
that day the management requested for adjournment. The hearing was ad- 
journed to 22nd April 1970, but the paroles requested for adjournment. The 
hearing was therefore adjourned to 24th April 1970. On that day the company 
showed willingness to give inspection of some other documents. As there was 
no objection Inspection regarding business done by other Inspector Shri Joshi 
was ordered to he given within a week from that date. The workman was 
further ordered to communicate of his having taken inspection of this on or 
before 2nd May 1970, to the Tribunal at Bombay. 

11. On 24th April, 1970 the workman gave another application Ex. 8/W for 
amending the statement of claim and rejoinder. The other side was therefore 
called upon to submit its say on or before 2nd May 1970. 

12. The company sent its reply to the amendment application on 10th June 
1970. 

13. Thereafter the reference was fixed for hearing at Nagpur on 23rd July 
1070. In the meanwhile, the workman sent his arguments regarding amendment 
application. The same was received in Bombay on 14th July 1970. 

14. After considering the objections of the other side regarding amendment 
application given by the workman, the amendment as sought by the workman 
was allowed by me on 20th July 1970, giving the judgment. 

15. On 23rd July 1970, the workman again gave application before me for 
directing the company for producing the letter referred to in the application. 

10. On 24th July 1970 the workman gave another application praying that 
the documents mentioned therein may kindly be directed to be produced m the 
Court. The company prayed for 15 days time to give reply to the worranan s 
application dated 24th July 1970. The company also gave another application 
praying for 15 days time to make necessary amendment in the written statement 
and rejoinder in view of the amendment of the statement of claim by the work- 
man. 15 days time, as prayed for was therefore allowed. 

17 On 22nd September 1970, Shri M, B, Mor, Counsel for the Employer sent 
a compromise alongwith a letter. That letter is as follows: — 

"With reference to above, I have to Inform you that the above dispute 
has been settled out of Court between the parties. You will kindly 
find enclosed regular application duly signed by the parties to 
dismiss the reference as settled out of Court in view of the payment 
of Rs. 9000 by Party No. 1 employer to Party No. 2 employee. The 
dispute is once for all settled. 

Kindly record the compromise and pass the necessary orders and let tis 
have the communication of the same for our record,” 
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18. As the settlement was received by post and as the parties had not appear- 
ed before me personally, reference was fixed for hearing on 6 th October, 1970. 

19. On 6 th October 1970, Shri P. N. Majumdar, Sub-Divisional Manager, New 
Great Insurance Co. of India Ltd. and Shri R. S. Kale, workman and Shri M. B. 
Mor, and S. J. Chawda their counsels appeared before me. I have recorded the 
statements of Shri P, N. Majumdar and the workman Shri R. S. Kale. Both of 
them admit that the dispute regarding termination of services of Shri Kale by 
the company has been settled. Shri Kale admits in his evidence before me that 
he has received Rs. 9000 in full satisfaction of his claim on 22nd August 1970 and 
that he has executed necessary receipt in favour of the company. Both of them 
■admit to have put their signatures on the settlement dated 22pd August, 1970, 
sent to me by registered post to Bombay. They also admit that their counsels 
have put their signatures in their presence. Both of them pray that Award In 
terms of settlement be made. 

20. Shri Kale was in the service of the company from 1st June 1966 till 2nd 
August 1968. The company terminated his service with immediate effect by 
letter dated 2nd August, 19*68 without holding domestic enquiry against hjip 
though he was a confirmed employee, drawing a salary of Rs. 300 per month in- 
cluding Dearness Allowance and Compensatory Allowance. 

21. Considering the period of Service of Shri Kale in the company and the 
amount of Rs. 9000 offered and given to him in full satisflaction of his clainr I 
find that the terms of the present settlement between the parties for settling the 
dispute are quite reasonable and satisfactory. I, therefore, accept the settlement 
and pass the following order: — 

Order 

(if Award in terms of settlement Marked ‘A’ is made. 

(ii) Settlement marked ‘A’ is to form part of the Award. 

(ill) No order as to costs. 

(Sd.) N. K Vani, 
Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal No. 2, Bombay. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUAf- 
LABOUR COURT NO. 2, BOMBAY 
Reference No. CGIT-2/13 or 1969 
Between 

Employers in relation to The New Great Insurance Company of India Ltd., 
Bombay and Nagpur 

And 

Its workman (Shri R, S. Kale). 

The parties named above beg to state as under: — 

1 . The parties have compromised the dispute out of Court on the following 
terms: — 

(a) The party No. 1 ha 3 paid to the Party No. 2 Rs. 9,000 (Rupees nine 

thousand only) In full and final settlement of all his claims pertain- 
ing to reinstatement which is given qp, back wages, bonus, gratuity. 
Provident fund and all other money claims of whatever nature 
against Party No. 1 arising out of his employment with party No. 1 
till date. 

(b) In view of the compromise party No. 2 withdraws the dispute and 

therefore the reference. 

(c) The parties shall bear their own costs. 

Prayer: 

The Hon'ble Court may kindly be pleased to dismiss the reference as 
settled out of Court, 

Nagpur, dated 22nd August 1970. 

Sub-Divisional Manager, 22-8-70 

The New Great Insurance (Sd.) (Party No. 2) 

Co. of India Ltd,, R. S. KalI, 

<Sd.) (Party No, 1) 

Nagpur. 

22-8-1970. 

(Sd.) Counsel for Party No. 1 


(Sd) (Counsel for Party No. 2) 
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Receipt 

Received Rs. 9,000 (Rupees Nine thousand only) vide Bank Cheque No. 
A0Q39629 dated 22nd August 1970 drawn on the Bank of Baroda, Nagpur from, 
the New Great Insurance Company of India Ltd., Bombay and Nagpur in 
full and final settlement of my all claims partalning to reinstatement, back 
wages, bonus, gratuity, Provident fund and all other money claims of whatever 
nature upto date arising out of my past employment with you, as compromised 
in pending Reference. No. CGIT-2/13 of I960 before the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunai-cum-Labour Court Bombay-2 between you the Company 
The New Great Insurance Company of India Ltd., Bombay and Nagpur and me the 
employee R, S. Kale and In consideration whereof I hereby completely discharge 
the Company from all the liabilities claimed or unclaimed and of whatsoever 
nature or kind. 

Nagpur, dated the 22nd August 1970. 

(Sd.) R. S. Kalb. 

[No. F.4O/5/09-LR.I,] 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 31st October 1970 

S.O. 3693. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the Canara Banking Corpora- 
tion Limited, Mangalore and their workmen in respect of the matters specified in 
the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And, whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 7A, and clause 
(d) of aub-sectlon (1) of section 10, of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of which 
Shrl B. M. Jayamahadeva Prasad shall be the Presiding Officer, with headquarters 
at Bangalore and refers the said dispute for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

Schedule 

(A) "Whether the action of the management of Canara Banking Corporation 
Limited, Mangalore, in not giving the correct designation to the Probationary Ac- 
countants as ‘Special Assistants’ as provided in the Bipartite Settlement dated the 
19th October. 1908 and treating them as Officers from 1st January, 1970, Is justified? 
If not, to what relief these employees are entitled?” 

(B) “Whether the present policy of promotion followed by the management for 
promoting clerks to the post of Probationary Accountants and Probationary Ac- 
countants to Accountants is Justified? If not, what should be the reasonable and 
fair promotion policy to be devised?” 


[Nb. 23/ 110/70-LRIII. J 
S. S. SAHASRANAMAN, Under Secy. 

E$ fossft, 31 ST’fljan;, 1970 

Wo Wo 369 3, — EE: RPUPtT TTE $ fr ^ RETES ER^ft it 

fqrfafcnr fatpff % ETt if WRTT #f%E M e R S, ERS^T % S H Pa cR T it 

fREWpf wfwr'i % sftE sfofrfipp fro fWElE $ ; 

EE: §R3pTE RTRTR 3RR PfRM wnrrfRefrrR % farr flflTviri snEpftE 

EEfEft % ‘ 


WT:, EE, EVrfRRl fRRK WfafREE, 1947 ( 1947 W 1 4 ) *|ft ET7T 7-% sftt 
ETTT 10 'tEEEKT (l) (E) ITO vrfEtTEf W STEtE jjjTT, fcjftn ETWT 
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ft ?fUftr»rF fist ttotY I, frur% Ttspffa ^rfferTTi^V «fr fr« f^o 

FTOTjYt T TiT ?fir fdR FT T3TITOT TT TT fl-Tf YU TFT fTTR Tt HfT vViYtt TTfUTTOT 

qrt ^tptPt'Ttt % Prq fY?fW f. i 

(t) "I0T TTITT YfYd TITtYTOH Mt?T, Y<tYP % F??J% Tl TfTTt4mr>r 
vTTrTFTT T'r” "fWT HifTT'fY' % TO YbT f% ffTTM 1 9 ST^P) 1966 

TiH fj'Tflt'T TOfftT 3 TITftrf £, Hjft FTOfT F TO SlV. HR TO TOTOY 
1970 Y mTTrfrYf % ft if ftto tt TTtfanft rptYft | ? Ffe 
m tr TT»f TRt fTOT TT-TtYt % eTTTTT £ ? " 

(>3r) "tot fsrfYYf ft TYYrirrYTO Ystttto f to to TiWT^mfTT Ytotett 

TT HTOTUfi F TO Y Ft FT FP7 Yt SITOJTT TRT V-PTRl FI Tft TOFFT 
STWh-YiFf TOFTlfTO | ? FR Ffr Yt TiTOWT YU TfTT TWcT-YlfF TOT 
YtYl RT%tT ?" 

[Ya 23/l 10/7 0-tn?nTP:-3] 

h^hfpto, mx nfro i 


MINISTRY OF INFORMATION & BROADCASTING 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 30 th October 1070 

S.O. 3694—Tn pursuance of the directions issued under the provisions of each of the 
enactments spee ded in the First Schedule annexed hereto, the Central Government after consi- 
dering the recommendations of the Film Advisory Board, Bombay hereby approves the film 
specified in column 2 of the Second Schedule annexed hereto m Gujarati to be of the description 
8 pacified agimst it in column 6 of the Second Schedule. 

THE FIRST SCHEDULE 

(1) Sub-Secdon 4 of the Scedon t2 and Section 16 of the C ntmitograph Act, 1952 (Central 
Act XXX VII of 1951)- 

(2) Sub-Section (3) of Section 5 and Section 9 of the Bombay Cinemas (Regulation) Act, 1953 
f Bombay Act XvHI of 1953). 

(3) Sub-Section (4) of Section 5 and Section 9 of the Saurashtra Cine, as (Regulation) Act, 
1953 (Saurashtra Act X HI of 1953)- 

THE SECOND SCHEDULE 


si. 

No. 

Title of the film 

Length 35 
MM 

Name of 
the Ap- 
plicant 

Name of 
the Pro- 
ducer 

Whether a Scientific film or a 
film intended for educational 
purposes or a film dealing 
with news & current events 
or a documentary film 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I. 

MahitichitraNo, 

129 

228 ■ 60 M 

Director of Infor- 
mation, Govern- 
ment of Gujarat, 
Sach'valya, Ahme- 
dabad. 

Film dealing with news and 
current events (For release In 
Gujarat Circuit only). 


[No. F. 28/1/70-FP App. 1516] 
K. K. KHAN, Under Secy, 
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^J5*TT SHTT^r TOR 

m^rr 

JTf 2 0 srqqqr, 197 0 

tjfle 3694 — JW EW SPfT wm SRRfai it faerffrrr irfaqr St’faffaTR 

% ^wst % so^rr ^nfr fair qtr fats sit % srqqm %fafa fa?*r art#, 

srRi tfa faqrrfawf qr faqR q.fa % srnr, qrrpm srfa: *rm Rfr ferfar % tfpt 2 

it ’ft *rf fawr ^r% Ji^TTrff *rm mi^ft ?r%r farem ffarm *rT*fa g-qrr faiffa 
w^tft % jpi m 6 it f^TT | 5 TT |, fatfTT T-Tfli f | : — 

sr*m srqgfat 

•o Cl 

(1) ’’roffar wrafam, 1952 (1952 ^ 37 fa %^fa wfaffam) qft srm 1 2 
qft gwn ( 4 ) rm urn 1 6 1 

(2) smf fafarr (Ww) fafaffam 1953 (1953TT 1 7 fa wfErfam) 
qft gm 5 qft gram ( 3) am ski 9 1 

( 3) f^rfaHT (ffaffacnT) «rftrffairH- 1953(1953^ 1 7 faafaT^fafaim) 
fat srm 5 »ffa gwRt ( 4) rw srm 9 i 

farffa wqjfat 


fa*r famifaTfaw *r«n$ 35 srfaqfa far ffarfaT far rjt wt fanrfafa farm 

fafaU fa o fa ° \ JTT ffafaT fafatft 

faetr ^ far Krt- 
qp far faifairfa 
.smrmt fa ffa*r 
| qT Ti^fa^V 
ffafa $ 


(1) (2) (3) ( 4 ) (5) ( 6 ) 


1) faefaffan 228.60 gmir ffasifa, ipma E*rrfa T far rnfafafa 
fam 129 far* nfarm ror , *mnfar fa faw 

(Iw’jTwrrfa 

% fafa) 


[rraniio 28 / 1 / 70 -^°^ fafafaj isle] 

fa o fa 0 '<111, STfaT fffaq I 
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MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS 
(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 26 th October 1970 

S.O. 3695 In exercise ofthe powers conferred by section 3 ofthe TerminalTax on Railway Pass en- 
ters Act, 1956 (69 of 1956) and of all the powers hereunto enabling and in supersession ofthenotiflea- 
tion ofthe Government of India in the Min'stry of Radways (Railway Board) No, F(X) II-65 
TX-I9/4 dated the 19th February, 1966, the Central Government hereby — 

(a) fixes the rates specified in column (2) of the Schedule annexed hereto as the rates at 
whicn terminal tax shall be levied in respect of every railway ticket on all passengers carried 
by railway from or to the notified places specified in column (1) ofthe sa'd Schedule; 

( b ) directs that the aforesaid temvnal tax shall be leviable with affect from the 1st January 
1971 - 

2, Th's notification shall come into force on the ist January, 1971. 

The Schedule 


Names of 
notified places 

Rates of terminal tax per single ticket 

I 

2 


Adult Child between 3 & 12 years of 

age 


For short dista- For long sista- For short dis- For long dis- 
nae passengers nee passengers tance passeng- tance passen- 
(41-150 m les (over 150 miles ers (41-150 mi- gets (over 1 J 

or 66-242 Ki- or over 242 les or 66-242 miles or over 

lometrcs) Kilometres) Kms.) 242 Kins.) 


1. Allahabad Jn. 

2. Allahabad City 

3. Daraganj 

4. Naim Jn. 

5. Prayag 

6. Prayag Ghat 
(when opened) 

7. Phaphamau 

8. Subcdargsnj 

9. Bamrauli 

10. Jhusi. 

Rs. P. 

Rs. P. 

Rs. P. 

Rs. P. 

Air-conditioned 
or xst Class 

I 40 

150 

O' 70 

75 

2nd Class 

p '90 

I 00 

045 

0*50 

3rd Class 

0 40 

0-53 

020 

0-25 


Explanation : The Terminal Tax on a return ticket shall be double the rates fixed herein. 

[No. F.(X)I- 70 /TX- 19 / 14 .J 
C. S- parameswaran. 

Secretary, Railway Board. 

TW RRWI 

Rtf) 

fWl, 29 WRJRT, 1970 

369 5. — ZTTfofft TT fflRT tfT 1956 ( 1956 *51 69 ) ^ 

firm 3 arm sttyt srftem ?wt to tw wfatPfT < 5 r sptW ^ sftr rrzt 
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(RTT it#) spt 1 9 1^71, 1966lft 11-65/ 

CTCFT - 1 9/4 Tr 7R7 fir %-ft7 ?R*FR '7T5TRT : — 

(w:) st *rfEr^fsprr ^ ipjTt % wri ( 2 ) $ Tf^Tfari <7 TR?fv | 1 

?fr 17 % itjtr ttHtt stERj-Tt % tori ( 1 ) 'A tTwiRst wfagIVr 
t/TE RiR 11% T<fr srrfsrTf T? TRT ^TTI fcfR TT EtlT TR ^<IPTT REtlT I 
(*?) IftTRTTTT'fft'RTTR 1 RIlO, 1 9 7 1 ^ R[ fWT REHiT I 

2. ZT5 1 JpTT^t, 1971 1 RF{ gift I 




RFeT 

ri in 

srfa fsiR 17 ifErr tr qft tt 


1 



2 


1. $RTfniTCR:> 

smi 


3 *fR 1 2 IT % *ftR IT 5RRT 

2. ?'Tr?HrK 

«ftfr ffr $ 

Rfift <£TV % 

«fr#v % 

RwfV $rt % 

f%fr 

irfaff $ fa% 

xrrfSTEff % f^TCT 

irfTlf % fETT 

Trftrif % fR<* 

3. RRRR 

( 41— x sottYr 

( 1 5 o TfiR *rr 

(41-150RTST 

( 150 RtRTT 

i. lit afo 

ir 66 — 242 

242 fRRt- 

m 66-242 

242 faRf- 

5. srurn - 

fTRt'fteR) 

%t<TT § tffijR) 

ftPTtiftcR) 

EtJT % wfERE) 

6. srimrd 





(rst^rt^) 





7. tREIirR® 





9. 





10. SjTfV 

Tjo ^ o 

Ro ^ 0 

Ro ^ o 

^0 ^ o 

TTfTPTTR m 


is 

P 



TfRT 1R? 

1-40 

1-50 

0-70 

0-75 


0-90 

1-00 

0-4 5 

0-50 

tftau sarf 

0-40 

0-50 

0-20 

0-25 


31TmT : — TfT ffv fy^T ^ jft^r in ^ fauFFii it firr ?>rr i 


'[tfo /( q;m) l-70/^V [^-19/ 14' 
€to tr^fo iRJimH, Sf-*T, 
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MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL, DEVELOPMENT AND INTERNAL, TRADE 
(Department of Internal Trade) 

New Delhi, the 31 st October 1970 

S.O. 3696. — In pursuance of sub-rule (2) of rule 167 of the Trade Merchandise 
Marks Rules, 1959, the Central Government hereby notifies the following alteration 
made in the Register of Trade Marks Agents In the address of the principal place of 
business of Shri S. N. Mukherjee, a Registered Trade Mark Agents (Registration No. 
75) namely: — 

“Shri Slbendra Nath Mukherjee, C/o Messrs. S. N- Mukherjee & Co., 1, Netaji 
Subhas Road, Calcutta-1, West Bengal (India)”. 

[No. F. 29(l)-I.T/I.T./M;/70;] 

'Hkfrfiw faspra nun ,fr<F 

(wtafTv ®trr finnn) 

Rffcv?fr, 3 1 5PFJSR, 1970 

VroWfo 3696 — 3CTTTTT tfk fRTT, 1959 %falR 157%RlfRRT 

( 2 ) % tfRIRT % TvTTT srrrqTC srfaFT? % 3 aft ffRo TRo Jjuaff, 

TfaTjtfR RPTR (Tpsp^'TTT'JT (to 75) % 4iR*R % T’JPT RTTR ^ Til R 

fT<T T'( fR«rfsrFlT qfTTTR qpt TT^RT TOxft : — 

‘ ,s sft MtT TO UJQTSff, 

ffRT 4(W trg-o tTrro tr<nj TTRl, 

1, ftmTft 5WT TR, 

TOTTOTT—li 'TftTOft TTFT (tTTCf) I 

[(to TTfo 29( l)/WT^oa-o/^/trRo/7 0] 
New Delhi, the 4th November 1970 

S.O. 3697. — The Central Government, in consultation with the Forward Markets 
Commission, having considered the application for renewal of recognition made under 
Section 5 of the Forward Contracts (Regulation) Act, 1952 (74 of 1952) by the Pun- 
jab Company Limited, Bhatinda. and being satisfied that it would be in the interest 
of the trade and also in the public interest so to do hereby grants in exercise of 
the powers conferred by Section 6 of the said Act, recognition to the said Company 
for a further period of one year from 6th November, 1970 to 5th November 1971 
(both days Inclusive) In respect of forward contracts in cottonseed. 

2. The recognition hereby granted is subject to the condition that the said Com- 
pany shall comply with such directions as may from time to time be given by the 
Forward Markets Commission, 

[No. F.12(13)-I.T./70.II.] 

° 309 7. — %-jfTl (TCFTT, 3T3TR 5ffT>T (I 'RPTst TOT*ft 

fafjRT RfCTriRr R-rtTR (tfasT (fapTRUT) 1 952 ( 1952 VT 74) *Pt RRT 

5 % srsfrl tTRRcTT % RTRRT % fai* 5TRTR TT fa^R TTT <R %C\?. Jf? (T*mPT 317% 
TT fqr TRTrsTrTR % ffT 3 ifa sfRt FjTf ^ uft iftTf, tTTTTRT T(7 Sffilfwi ^ 9RT 

6 TRT tTTff TfTfsfTRf r STTtT qRft fit ^ TO'T'ft Tt 6 R’TRR 1 9 1 0 (t 5 WJR, 1971 
TT (fsTdt *>ft fTT (TfTRfaTT |) TT Tt tl*R TTTdRfsr % Frct 

^ tRSTT RRTdl tRTR qRift | I 

2. Td^TRI TTPT Tt TRRT % T 71$ % (TiTSfR | Ft ^Tf TOT^fT 
*PT ^(Tf fa ^TTf 3TT3TR (TRfa 5TRT (PUT (PUT TT far I 

[(to 'ETo 12( 13)-Wf rft/70-II] 
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S.O. 3698, — The Central Government, in consultation with the Forward Markets 
Commission, ha\ ing considered the application for renewal of recognition made 
under Section 5 of the Forward Contracts (Regulation) Act, 1052 (74 of 1952) by 
the Punjab Company Ltd , Bhatinda, and being satisfied that it would be in the 
interest of the trade and also in the public interest so to do hereby grants in exer- 
cise of the powers conferred by section 6 of the said Act, recognition to the said 
Company for a further period of one year from 6 th November, 1970 to 5th Nevem- 
ber, 1971 (both days inclusive) in respect of forward contracts in Kapas 

2 The recognition hereby granted is subject to the condition that the said Com- 
pany shall comply with such directions as may from time to time be given by the 
Forward Markets Commission. 

[No. F.12(13)-IT/70 J 

VT 0 WT 0 3698 — %' r sftT ^RRR t WflT ?T RP % qTIR 

feTfaffT, VtfelT ?FT tfftTR dfTTT (fafawt) STfafaTR, 1952 ( 1 95 2 TT 74 ) «fft BUTT 

5 % WIT TFTtlT % % far* tTT'T RT faRR RRT Rv, BlV Rf TRW1R ft TlR 

qr tV rrrt % ffn if srk if vft ftm, sw irfafaw qft sttrt 

6 3"RT VrfThTt RT qq lh ^ PI •ft Rtf 6 TR’RR 197 0 ?! 5 ■>', 1971 

fRT (fTffif TtTt far TfiTfW I) Rft RRI RR Sltr R RTPTfa % faR *f TTR if ?ifw Rf^TT 

qfr anrw rrrtt rrtr qnHt $ 1 

2 RR^KT RRTH Rff r£ RFRHT wt % W!#r | far RRR RJRRt PR fafigt 

RT R"Rft fr TPm RF3TR BiTTlT SRI tin 4 HRR RT ft 0 TTR I 

[To TTo 12 (l 3 )— ^Tfo^fo/70-Ij 


S.O. 3699. — The Central Government, having considered in consultation with 
the Forward Markets Commission the application for renewal of recognition made 
under section 5 of the Forward Contracts (Regulation) Act, 1952 (74 of 1952), by 
the Southern Gujarat Oilseeds Merchants’ Association Limited, Kapasla Hall, Pale], 
and being satisfied that It would be in the interest of the trade and also In the 
public interest so to do, hereby grants, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 6 of the said Act, recognition to the said Association for a further period 
of one year from the 16th November, 1970 to the 15th November, 1971 (both days 
inclusive) In respect of forward contracts in cottonseed 

2 The lecognitlon hereby granted is subject to the condition that the said 
Association shall compjy with such directions as may from time to time be given 
by the Forward Markets Commission 

[No F 1 2 ( 1 4 ) -I T /70 J 


fTToWTo 3 699 — %RrfR *RRR RTRRT RRTR STlRtR T RRlBvf RTT RRff 
WITH TjTR WRfRT RRtftlRTd leiRiSs 1 , *r> M I Hri ^ 1 gTH, ?TRT wfWT df'RT (fTfipTW) 
WftrfHTT, 1 952 ( 1952 W 74) HRT 5 % WtftR RETT! % TftRRT % fr[R WTRRT 
RR fjRTR RRff TT Wtr Rff RtrnTFT ft Hit RT fo RTT T^TT *WIRR % ffH if W> H T ffT 
if ftWT, RRRfRT T*RT wfafTTR qft 9TR 6 ffRT RRtf HfqfWt RT RRIH ftr 
RVT) fd'iRT Tt 1 6 RT«R, 1970 W 16 d«R«K, 1971 RT (fwf TTTt fsT Rf»Wfw £) 
qft yw qff 'w’k ^THRrfsr % ^ srfw iff rith) | r 


2 qd^SRT SKIT TRRTT TT % WWffH £ fa TO (Tint fa faR 

qr q^rr ^rr fr trtt rittt ?ntr>r jm w ot qr i 

[to UTO 1 2 ( 14)-SRTf rft/70j 

S.O. 3706. — The Central Government, in consultation with the Forward Markets 
Commission having considered the application for renewal of recognition made 
under section 5 of the Forward Contracts (Regulation) Act, 1952 (74 of 1952), by 
the Surendranagar Cotton Oil and Oilseeds Association Limited, Surendranagar, 
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and being satisfied that It would be in the Interest of the trade and also In the 
public interest so to do, hereby grants, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 6 of the said Act, recognition to the said Association for a further period 
of one year ending the 22nd November, 1971 in respect of forward contracts in 
Kapas- 

2. The recognition hereby granted is subject to the condition that the said 
Association shall comply with such directions as may from time to time be given 
by the Forward Markets Commission. 


[No. F.12(15)-I.T./70.]' 

TOToTOo 3700- — TOsfdT RmiT RfJFTT R1TOTO $TRfR ft TOlTOf V'% IJ^TOTO 
Tfed TOTTTO tTF*- srfqrr TfiTR T(5ftfRR5FT fetfats, TO §TTT vfiTR flfasi (fafTOTOl) 
SrftrfTOFT, 1952 (l952«PT 7 4) RuRm 5 T *FffR RFRdT % TOfiTOTOT % fTR WRSR TO 

faron nrof to sfa Rf toftor *[> toi% to % t(rt r<rt zrirto % f?o if *r> R>fi i if 

*ft f>rr, tri^t(TRT TOT ttfafTOTR STOT 6 STTT RTTO 5lfw,m TOT UR> TTOT gb; TOlc, 0,5ft- 

fTOTTOT Tt 2 2 TOR, 1 97 1 TOT TOTRR ffif TOl^fT R*F 3$ tft ?fTO TOTORffer % f?R RTOR 

^ TOfror Rfw qft rttor retort tottr RTOfft ^ t 

2 . TTR^tf TOT RTOTR qft Rf RFTOTT W 5T# % WTOtftR £ fa TOTR f^ftfRtfaR ftTOWT 

TOT TORTITOT TO^RT TORT fa TOFRT TOTTOTO mfa JTTT RRTO TOFT TO! for TOR I 

[#o TOT° 12(15)— Slit rft/7 0] 


S.O. 3701. — The Central Government, in consultation with the Forward Markets. 
Commission, having considered the application for renewal of recognition made 
under section 5 of the Forward Contracts (Regulation) Act, 1952 (74 of 1932), hy- 
the Mahesh Beopar Bhandar Company Limited, Dhuri, and being satisfied that it 
would be in the interest of the trade and also in the public interest so to do hereby 
grants in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 0 of the said Act. recognition 
to the said Company for a further period of one year from 6 th November, 1670 to< 
5th November, 1971 (both days inclusive) In respect of forward contracts in Kapas. 

2. The recognition hereby granted Is subject to the condition that the said 
Association shall comply with such directions as may from time to time be givem 
by the Forward Markets Commission. 


[No. F.12(16)-I.T- /70 }' 
R. C. SETHI, Dy. Secy. 

TOioTOlo 3701. — %RflTO TOTOTTO qFTTOT TOTOH TOTlftR it TOTR5T 7,' % TO%FT ^TOlRTO 
TOfTO TOTTOft fafaTOST, tjff 5TOT srfTOT RfqTOT (WTOTTOT), TOfrofTOTOT, 1 9 52 ( 1 952 RT' 
74 ) qffRTOT 5 % WlftR TOTOTT % sfafalTO % farr TO' fTOTTO TOTOT TO *tV RR RRTOTR 

?T to.TO to fa t^rt tottt wtrto % %r if r"It Rfa %r if totott, rrtotot torr trftrfRTOR 

qffETTOT 6 5TOT TOTOT TTfdTOTf TOT TOT FT TORT RFTOft TOT 6 RTOTO, I 97 0 it 5 RTOTO", 

1971 RTO (fTORif^fRff^TORftRfTOTO^) qff qR qff sf|T TOTOI^fR % fTOT TTOTO ^ ^rffTOT 
Rfrorr qff tottor rftot torm nroft 1 1 

2 . TdfrrTO rtotr qff qt rftort sr sui % mqsfYd $ fa totr TOTOft rtir fa^fr 
nr tortotor tort fa rfttt tottoto rtto!r ?tot toft rrto to fat too? i 

[Ro TOTo 12 (16)-WTf &/ 70 J 
mxo Tfto ir^f, TOR RfTOT l> 
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(Department of Industrial Development) 

Indian Standards Institution 

New Delhi, the 26 th October 1970 

S. 0.370.*— In pursuance of sub-regulation (3) of regulation 7 of the Indian Standards Inst tu*inn 
(Certification Marks) Regulations, 1955, the Indian Standards Institution hereby not if cs ihat the 
mark ng fce(s) per unit for plywood, details of which are 

given in the Schedule hereto annexed, have been determined and the fec(s) shall come into force 
with effect from 1 October 1970: 

The Schedule 


SI. 

No. 

Product/Class ofProJucts. 

No and Title of Relevant Indian 
Standard. 

Unit 

Marking 
Fee per 
Unit 

CD 

W (2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

I 

Tea-cheat plywood panels. 

. IS: to— T964 Specification for 
plywood tea-chests (secotid 
revision). 

10 m a 

14 paiee 

'l 

Couvnrrc.al plywood 

IS : 303 — 1960 Specification for 
plywood for general purposes 
(revised) 

10 m* 

14 paisc 


[No. CMD/13 : 10] 


(wtotfqq? fiw') 

(WHtof HfW TWt) 

iff ftcvft, 26 1970 

ITHOdTtO 3702. — *TrTcftalT|5FF*re*rT ftfWl 1 955, % 7 

% (3) % SRTJT HITT 7 UHT # *t> ^fHeT f*RT HITT | fo 

tpr ufa ^rt tr, afft ?fr% sR^ft 'A foT $, ftroffrr qft qf $ sfr? ^ 


■Tito 1 HfUTT, 1 970 (T TFT.^ HITTtfr 1 

itR TT H'f 

ESUT 

Hruftq hurt 

H7HT iffr 

STT £ 

srfrwf 

’JiJH vPTTt 
qft qftTr 

0) ( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 HR ^ CS TP£U£ IS ■ 10-1964 HR 

qtt fHfw vpttm) 

107 ft 3 

14 

2 RRRt IS : 

303-1960 TRIR ^fiRf 
% fvrer ( JHfrfWH) 

10 7ft 

14^ 


Dfa : 10 
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New Delhi, the 27 th October 1970 

S.O3703.. — In pursuance of sub-regulation. (4) of regulati on 14 of the Indian Standards Institut. on- 
(Certification Marks) Regulatiomgss, as amended fromtimetotime, the Indian Standards Institu- 
tion hereby notifies that licences No. CMIL-17 and CM/L-475, particulars of which are given 
below have been cancelled w.th effect from 16 October, 1970 since, the firm haB shown its inability 
to operate these licences. 


SI. Licence No, & Name and Address of the Article/Process covered Relevant Indian 

No. Date Licensee by the licence can- Standard 

celled 


1 CM/L — 17 
25-9-56. 


2 CM/L — 475 
27-11-62 


M/s. V. Gopalakrishnan Wrought Aluminium 
Chettiar & Co., Pro- and Aluminium Alloy 
prietors : Madura Metal Utensils. 

Pr oducts, 14-C, Bridge 
Station Road, Sellur, 

Tallakulam, Madurai. 


IS: 21 — 1959 Speci- 
fication for Wrought 
Alum nium and Alu- 
minium Alloys for- 
UtcnsilB 

(Second Revision.) 


M/s. V. Gopalakrishnan Wrought Alum'n um 
Chettiar & Go., Pro- Circles, Grades SIB 
prietors: Madura Metal &SIC 
Products, 32, 32-A, 

Bridge Station Road, 

Sellur, Tallakulam, 

Madurai. 


IS: 21-1959 Specifi- 
cation for Wrought 
Alumnium and 
Aluminium Alloys, 
for Utensils. 

( Second Revision.) 


[No. CMD/55 : x 
A. K. Gupta, 

Deputy Director General, 

fff ferff 27 1 97 0 

370 3. — RR3T HRR RT RFW BT'TT (SR'IipT ) (VM+t 

1955, ( 4) V *TFefcr ’Tl’T’F SfaTT ^ »ftT S 

fW vTTrTT £ far RTo R^ith- 1 7 sflT ift tTR/pT[- 4 7 6 WT ffl^' 

WTffir wmffT fttnt £ | 1 e otoi?, 1970^ 

PfitT fftT | : 


WT 

ttttrnkt tt btr 
sflT TffT 

t? fspiT % 

tfrffa ^/srfTFTT 

viKtfYR 

\ 

2 

3 

4 

ffr ipr/^vr - 1 7 
25-9-56 


tfrr 

IS : 21-1959 

3TRl % fair 
rfcRfirffm wYt 
fRssr- 

trpjcfi To' frf^- 

hTTb ffT 0 

^f^RUrnr? RlfaT 

fcvT 9TtT^T l 

1 4 — ffl, in, 

1 ^ ‘H 
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1 2 

2 

4 

(fr TT/TU 475 dyur *1° ifmUfTUT 

fr^rr rr^rff{f^mr % 

IS •• 21-1959 

27-1 1-62 

^T, ffT rr?t snt afV 

TTTt % frcsrr 

*T£TT JT3TT 5Tl2T^r 

Wk q-T 5,T$ m 


3 2, 3 2-tr, ftT3f 


RwpfrrfTtiTr fR«T- 



vrarrf 4ftfaPw 



(fto tTRo ti/ 55: 17] 

IT o % o , J C TT) 

•?qwifd4w i 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Banking) 

New Delhi, the 26 th October 1970 

S.O. 3704.— In exercise of the powers conferred by section 53 of the Banking 
Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), and Rule 16 of the Banking Regulation (Com- 
panies) Rules, 1949, the Central Government, on the recommendation of the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions of section 31 of the 
said Act and Rule 15 of the said Rules shall not apply up to the 31st day of 
December, 1970, to the undernoted banks in so far as they relate to the publica- 
tion of their balance sheets and profit and loss accounts for the period 19th July 
to the 31st December, 1909, together with the auditors’ reports in a newspaper 
And furnishing three copies thereof as returns to the Reserve Bank of India. 

1. Allahabad Bank. 

2. Bank of Baroda. 

3. Bank of India. 

4. Bank of Maharashtra. 

5. Canara Bank. 

6. Central Bank of India. 

7. Dena Bank. 

8. Indian Bank. 

9. Indian Overseas Bank 

10. Punjab National Bank. 

11. Syndicate Bank. 

12. Union Bank of India. 

13. United Bank of India. 

14. United Commercial Bank. 

[No. 13(2)NB/70-Pt.II.] 
S. R. WADHWA, Under Secy. 


fafT #9fW7 
(ifau ftPITT) 

, 2 6 WJ4T, 1970 

Tfjt* 3704 . — ffo'Tfaft'WT tffsrfrjJT, 1949 (l949W 1 OTf )€i STT-T 53 

f fgTT frfTun (^mfr-Tr) frmTTTl', 1949^ fr-ur 1 sttuttu ufrufi tt mfpr v 

jrr, Sfaffr RUFfT, ftjff tv finJTpOT T?, TtfaT TTTTt | f% 

ftrf TT 31 1970 TT TUf RT 3 1 *?T< fa'UTPTJft % 
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BffrT 1 9 # 3 1 feWRfT, 1969 WTftr % far TFT STC W>T FTO-KlPT % SIT# 

TT UTRFT f^rfy FFTTTFqW it fa4 T7T % FT 5r TFlt EFT wfFFT 'TTvfm 

?tt tt sttpt tft # 1 1 

1 ?"TT^M FT 

2. fa WIT FT>?T 

3. fa wit 5P>«wi 

4. fa WEE WTFF^ 

5 . *mi <r fa' 

6. It wrr ^pjsqr 

7. Ift It 

8 . ^P'FFF It 

9. fP'WT WtTFffwl It 

10. TFET WTH #T 

1 1. f?T 35 ft%cr It 

1 2. ^jf^EFT FT WIT ftor 
13 . TTniFa' It wtt sPjttt 

3 4. TTpimT It 

[#<>13(2) ^o#to /7 0-'n^-II] 

tT3To WRO JTOTT WF-Tf#T 1 




(Department of Banking) 

Neu> Delhi, the 30th October 1970 

S.O. 3705. — Statement of the Afians of the Reaer> e Bank erf India, as on the 23rd October, 1970 

BaNXTNG DtTARTMTHT 

LIABILITIES Ri. ASSETS Rs. 


Capital Paid Op 

. 

5,00 ,00^300 

Kotd a 

13,14.10,000 




Rupee Coins . . 

4,17,000 

Reaerve Fund . 

• • 

ijcyxvx>^x» 

8tuH Goto ...... 

5,58,000 

National Agricufcural Credit 
Term Operation*) Fund 

(Long 

172,00,00,00© 

Bill* 1 ur chased rod Discounted : — 

(a) nternal ... . 





(b) External 


National Agricultural Credit 
(Stabiliiation) Fm d 


37,00,00,000 

(c) Go eunmei.i T ternary Bills 

Balances Held At road* . . 

24,13 81,000 

119,76,16^03 

National I rduttrial Cre lit (Long Teira 
Operation*) Fund 

95,co,oc^coo 

IoToanrcnti** 

131,67,63 ,oco 




Loans and Advances tot - 





(0 Central Government .... 

(a) State Government* a; 

177,81,20,003 

Deposits— 



Loans and Advance* to t — 





(») Scheduled Commercial Bankst 

. 127,61,80.000 

(a) Governmer t — 



Iff) State Co-operative Bank* ft . 

269.74,37.000 

• i) Central Government 


134,64^, 05P 

(#0 Otbefg 

3,08,95,000 
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's) State Governments 


(i) Banks 

(i) Scheduled Commercial Banks 

(a) Scheduled State Co-operative Banks 

(pi) Noq -S cheduled State Co-operative Ban k s , 

(ij) Other Banks 


(e) Others ...... 

Bills Payable ...... 

Other Liabilities 

Rupees 


?,6d v 23/x>o Loan*, Advances and Investments fiom N*iaiia] Agricul- 


tural Credit (Long Tam Operations) Fund 
(a) Loans and Advances to : — 

183,98,12^300 ( f ) State Governments 34,41,71/00 

3,554 1,000 (a) State Co-operative Banks .... 21,58,39,000 

81,224000 («) Central Land Mortage Banks ... 

}2S, 44/300 (i) Investment in Central Land Mortgage Bank Deben- 
tures Loans and Advanoes from National Agricultural 
Credit (Stabilisation) Fund .... 9,57,02/300 

Loans and Advances to State Co-operative Banns 5,01,80/300 

Loans, Advances and Investments from National Indus- 
trial Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund: — 

109,42,77,000 (a) Loans and Advances to the Development Bank , 26,26,7 1 ,ooo 

44,18/27/300 ( 4 ) Investment in bonds/de bentc res issued by the 

Development Bank 

49 ^ 5440/300 Other Assets 3r,9°,52,ooo 

995^3,92/JOO Rupees . 995,83,92/300 


♦ Includes Cash, Fitted Deposits and Short-tenn Securities. 

’♦Excluding Investments 60m the National Agricultural Cred it (Long Term Operations) Fund and the National Industrial Credit (Long Term Opera 
tions) Fund. 

5 )Exdu ling Loans and Advances from the Nat i rail Agricu’tural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fond, but including temporary overdrafts to State 
Governments. 

t Includes Rs. 61,43,75,000 advanced to scheduled commercial banks against usance bills under Section 17(4) (c) of the Re*av c Bank of India Act. 

ttHadi*ling Loans and Advances &ou the National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund and the Nat inn a) Agricultural Credit 
(Sta Mission) Fund. 


Dated the 28th day of October, 197a 
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An Account purwiant to tne Reserve Banlc of India Act, 1934, for the week ended the 23rd day of October, 1970, j. 

Issue Dmman } 


LIABILITIES 

Rs. 

Rs, 

ASSETS 

Rs. 

t's. 

Notes held it the Banking Department 

13,14,10,00c 


Gold Coin and Bullion 



Note* In dicalation 

3915,13,93^0= 


(a) Held in India .... 

(M Held cusde India 

182,5341,000 


Total Notes iasoed . 


3928,28,03,000 

Foreign Securities .... 

36142,00,000 





Total .... 


543,95, 1 t^oo 




Rupee Coin 

Government of India Rupee Securities 
Internal BUB of Exchange and other 
commercial paper 


61,9936,000 

3322,33,56/300 

Total Lubutibs 


39*8^8,034300 

Total Assets .... 


392838,03,000 


Dated the 28th day of October, 197a S. Jagan Nathan, 

Governor. 


[No, F, 3(3>BC/7 o] 
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( wftprfinrro ) 

*T§ facrf), 30 1970 

yffo «fto 3705. — 23 3T 5 np^ 1970 Sire ffT5T%fF^T fT*Tnr%5riT5TrT TTf^T^ i 




mfwqi 


'jaft 

5,00,00,000 

»fte .... 

. 13,14,10,000 


150,00,00,000 

■ 97 % +T fa 4+1 

. 4,17,000 



©Icj ^TWT ( 1 • 

. 5,58.000 

4*fa ^*r 


vd? aft *3t fer : — 


(Ifrf+rafa feint) Prfa . 

172,00,00,000 



Tl^fa '’C'T 


( 45 ) wy . 

• . . 

(fw-ft+w) ftfa 

37,00,00,000 

(«r) 

, , . 

i 


(tt) 8R+ld 4MHI fan 

. 24,13,81,000 

<is£q ifleftfeb ypf 


faWT *y 7WT JUT ^**>T*TI 

. 119,76,16,000 

(<ft#n;i<frT fan;) Prfe . 

, 95,00,00,000 


131,67,63,000 

^irc-Tjfen :- 




(4>) fi^i'Q 


aft vfflH : — 


(i) 

(134,64,26,000 

(i) %?sta?n^rc*t . 

# • « 

(ii) TFKT «C=M^ 

. 5,63,23,000 

(ii) Tr^rgr+i<iyy@. 

177,81,20,000 



afinr : — 


<«) 


(i) V^F<d 4lfe*l Wf 4?ft 

. 127,61,80,000 

(i) m^U* ^ifV^ ?4r 

. 183,98,12,000 

(ii) TFST^|+id?+f +tft 

269,74,37,000 

(ii) y^rkd <i^ ^ . 

. | 8,55,21,000 

(iii) 

. 3,08,95,000 


Tiffir ffr ( tf i ^iift^ tori ) fafir ^ 

^. wftq >ft(W i i — 


rr*£ nmt v'snxHVx/o^T T n intawHAOPt viaNi jWaxiazvo am com *«r 


tuart 

TO 

?nfp=Rt 

OT9 



^ *ttx <rtmr: — 


(iii) ^-jpprfrd *TR '£p 

81,22,000 

(i) rrR 6 <<t>i 0 

34,41,71,000 

(iv) str!^ 

. 26,44,000 

(ii) ?tr ^<iTd =rt 

21,58,39,000 



(iii) vrfozFWf $wt . 


<*0 «*r 

. i 09,42,77,000 

(g) ^iHdi-g+ % f<S<3kTf ^ fr#* 




1:1 vjk ffa 




sftrsrftro .... 

9,57,02,000 

^rt^5T 

44,18,27,000 

<I-R ill* . 

5,01,80,000 



<is^r <fratf»RJ (4lw4i(^fn fwnj) & 




*&t, sifini fatw :- 



49,34,40,000 

(^) f4*i€ wk sfinr . 

26,26,71,000 



(S') 61 <1 3T*t r<ti4 ^ *ii«i if fd'iirt 



hr *nfra*rr .... 

31,90,52,000 


995,83,92,000 


995,83,92,000 


$>f9 (4ta=*i9iM Hw(^) fafsl sftr <. 1 ^^ y'l^nr<l , T> Pwin) Ptfa *f 9 PtR *1$ Piqin *uif*i'?i 6^1 ^ t 

'{UJa^u grfa (<f; '1't. i^fl d nwm) ftfa - H 5T?cI ^*1 *ftT ifftFT la iP-IH "Tfr | , ITR TTR tK'tillf % SRSRt' STRTfTK ifllfaH f I 

I'fcre sn; tfeTT sfwfwr srcr 17 ( 4 ) (»r) % ^yln =tTf^rR ^ Pwrat twt tt wftm 1%% *r% 61 , 43 , 75,000 

^ptsufaM f 1 

t’jTl^lil frfa ^?*r (stW^fR f^qitT) fafy sfr<; *js|R ffa ^ (ft^1+TU[) faf % SRtT ^ nf h: sifim SrffR 1 1 
artfct: 28 SpRpiT, 1970 1 
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HT 5 yfyPfiiH, i 934 %*rj(n:oi Sf 1970 23 grf te ^t irera g^jg^^nc^fafr^t 


S 


^TTfir 

4 FPT v=nf 



TT$ 

fti 

sfte 

TT^FTT if 'fte' 

1 3 , 14 , 10,000 

3915 , 13 , 93,000 

{*) NTCT if WT glTT 
fs) Nl <d % < 4 l^< TOT 
£V 7 

firtwt gfe^ldor 

182 , 53 , 1 1,000 


TTTt (%tj *TCJ *llH 

3928,2 8 , 03,000 

* • 

361 , 42 , 00,000 


*fl 4 . . 

8 "<$K & wn 
uRi^Rj^i 

HV fafano fir=r wk 
pi^^rN'Hi *w 


543 , 95,1 1,000 

61 , 99 , 36,000 

3322 , 33 , 56,000 


392 8,2 8 , 03,000 

5 *T Vlffdfli 


3928 , 28 , 03,000 


TT*tar': 28^n?!^7, 1970 I 071 o 

— - — — < 1 

[So » 5 e 3 ( 3 )— 4 to rftc/ 70 } 


3 
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N*w Dtlhi, the 3M November 1870 

S.O. 3706— In exercise of the powers conferred by section 53 of the Banking 
Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), the Central Government, on the recommendation 
of the Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions of section 9 of the 
said Act shall not apply, till the 27th September 1971, to the Bank of Karalkudl 
Ltd., Karalkudl, in respect of the two house properties, viz. 1/3 portion of the pro- 
perty bearing T.S. Nos- 144 and 145 at Dhaimanarayanan Chettiar Street and 
l/12th portion of the property bearing T.S No. 406 near Seniar Street, both held In 
Ward No. XII, Karalkudl. 

[No. F.15(22)-BC/70 ] 
K. YESURATNAM, Under Secy- 

qf fwr, 3 dT«r<y 1970 

qnotfto 3706 . — fVfqqqd 1049 (1049 qr ioqt) qftsrm 

53 5KT 5T5TT TTfawI WT SHTtR qrTft TOK qft fiWiTfWT qq 

tr% *rtfacr urefr $ h gw Afaforq rtu 9% 27 1971 wre 

TiU ffe *RTSff*, qr YRqft st ’[jj-Rrqfuqt qr, srqft]; sp^Riiior ^feetriT 

^fTOrtfVct[R‘oiTo i44wk 1 4 5 qnft Rrqftr 3r fh^rf wq sfp. Mwr< % fare 
406 wfl RTqftr % wrt, $ if ur^; jfft 1 ^ art^fr ft qfqfrr 
Ti <,1 fa % sfTT if a XII if fas fa ^ I 

[ifa x^a 15 ( 22 ) — sfV tft/70] 

*fi° ^td«T*t, SR-Rfspr I 


(Department of Revenue and Insurance) 

Income-tax 

New Delhi, the 28th/30th October 1970 
S.O. 3707. — It is hereby notified for general information that the institution 
mentioned below has been approved by the Council of Scientific & Industrial 
lesearch, the “Prescribed Authority’’ for the purposes of clause (li) of sub-section 
\) of Section 35 of the Income Tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961): 

Institution 

Zaheer Science Foundation, New Delhi. 

[No. 176/F. No. 203/4/70-IT(AII.] 
S. N. NAUTIAL, Dy. Secy. 


(twifi *flr tfhRT ftum) 

scrqre 

qf foKfT, 2 8/ 3 OtJ'td? i, 1970' 

iffo 3707. — H'4+i Its! I < u l qft STfa^lfacr ft, 9 1 ^imi 

STRre STfSTOWR, 1961 ( 1961 *61 43) # STRT 35 

3WU ( l) (n) % qtfmqf % faq, sffa qtefrfaq: qfa% eru 

mfWWT” * f*PTT WT | I 

^Trfrr Rlffa WiyiiHR, nf fortft 

jfao 176 (tjqio R 203/4/70-OTf (q II) ] 
tj^a t^io q"tforrcr yq^f^r i 
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CENTRAL EXCISE OOLLEOTORATE NAGPUR 

Nagpur, the 10th September 1970 

S.O. 3708. — In exercise of the powers conferred on me by Rule 5 of the Central 
Excise Rules, 1044, I Vipin Maneklal, Collector of Central Excise, Nagpur, 
authorise the officers not below the rank of an Assistant Collector of Centred 
Excise in the Central Excise Collectorate of Madhya Pradesh and Vidarbha, to 
exercise, within their respective jurisdictions, the powers of the Collector under 
rule 206(3) of Central Excise Rules, 1944, in regard to release of conveyances 
seized for violation of the Central Excise Rules, 


[No. 2/C.EX./70.] 
VIPIN MANEKLAL, Collector. 

*r«7 uftr n* fwnf, ’rm'jT 

RPFJT, 1 0 fad'44 t 1970 


Hflo Wto 370 8. — 1944 V fWT 5 V 1JH ftw W 

srfwrff v trw^rd fafTT Riftr win, RRftf ’fcaitr ottw 

wftrwffflff tsft f*F RSflT 5T^T TTSf faw RfTTPT TpP ftpfTPT *T R$TW (W T g R rt 

lr srrfapr jrrt jj fa t sfa* RftrdTR tifar r fasTR 

fro 1944 fRRR 206 (3) % R5T fR%T vfRT PITT RHfRT «fr> 

% trrercr srfaTRT «rr rcrtrWt frr f i 

2/flo qo/60] 

forfar RTftrv *mr, RRnpft i 


CENTRAL EXCISE COLLECTORATE, BARODA 

Customs 

Baroda, the 3rd October 1970 

S.O. 3709. — In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 10 of the Customs 
Act, 1982 (62 of 1962), the Collector of Customs and Central Excise, Baroda, hereby 
declares OKHA BEYT (SANKHODWAR BEYT) situated on the southern coast 
and NAVINAL POINT (a place in the port limit of Mundra) on the Northern 
coast of the Gulf of Kutch, as Boarding Stations and orders thut all sailing 
vessels entering or leaving the Gulf of Kutch and passing through the port limits 
of the ports of OKHA, OKHA BEYT (SANKHODWAR BEYT) or MUNDRA shall 
call at either of the above referred boarding stations for the purpose of boarding 
of, or disembarkation from, vessels by officers of Customs. 

This Notification shall come into force from 16th November, 1970 (Sixteenth 
of November, 1970. 


[No. 6/A970.J 
L. M. KAUL, Collector. 

yfMWR thffTi *fV*rr 

3 1970 

370fl. — tftRTSpF wfafcm 1962 ( 1962^1 52Rf) RTTT 10 % «mflR 
RRH ?rfu^m Tl RRfR 5^ ( M4d7, ffiRT R~-T, cTRT TfTPtR 5JTRT Spr^T RRtf- 

vb faRfa tc f^rfir Rtofaz (Rsrtanrc #e) «ifV vrsrr rtKI faR^r 
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Tt f^*r <Tfwr qtf^ (^orr*Pt tfrrrrif tpr «nr) ^nrtfrr ^ftfw 

qrort'.srtT *nfc?r ^a ^r*fr tw am 

4ft«T, ts (?ratT<^iK ts) Jir jjT?T mrmr^Rft *frm ^pfrt iprc^ 

If jft 3T5T31 TT T 1 m Ttfff'T ^ % fV’f r rrsp qr sfmr sp^T srfsFfnfmf % % 

ftrcT 3fpj it i 

m{ srftnjmrr ie-ii-1970 (leamm: 1970 ) § stum Mm sfrfr 

[tf° S/l970 ] 
$*To *fao T’ffflT I 
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